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Oz
Bu calisma, Makine Cevirisi (MC) alaninda seffaflik ve hesap
verebilirlik  kavramlariin  politika  belgelerinde, kurumsal
sOylemlerde ve akademik yazinda nasil tanimlandigini,
uygulandigini ve doniistiigiinii incelemektedir. Veri seti; alt1
uluslararasi politika belgesi (6rnegin UNESCO, OECD, AB Ya
Zeka Yasas taslaklart), yirmi {i¢ hakemli akademik makale'
2018-2024 yillar1 arasinda 6nde gelen MC saglayicilari tarafin
yayimlanan dokuz kurumsal agiklama ve teknik yonergede
olugsmaktadir. Belgeler, MC sistemlerinde seffaflik
veya aciklanabilirlik kavramlarina agik atif
aliarak amagl 6rnekleme yontemiyle se¢ilmist
Clarke’1n tematik analiz gergevesi izlenerek

Abstract

transparency and accountability are
tionalized, and transformed across policy docu-
ommunication, and academic discourse on Ma-
(MT). The dataset consists of six international

eer-reviewed academic articles, and nine corporate
ents and technical guidelines issued by leading MT provid-
een 2018 and 2024. Documents were selected through
purposive sampling based on explicit references to transparency,
responsibility, or explainability in MT systems. The analysis fol-
lows Braun and Clarke’s thematic framework and was conducted
through an iterative, inductive coding process supported by NVivo.
Three overarching themes emerged: (1) the rhetorical expansion of
transparency in policy discourse, where transparency is framed as
a universal safeguard yet operational criteria remain vague; (2) the
displacement of accountability in corporate communication, which
locates evaluative labour and risk management at the user’s end;
and (3) the narrowing of transparency in academic texts, where
the concept is discussed conceptually but seldom integrated into
empirical MT workflows. Building on these findings, the article

siireci uygulanmistir. Bulgular ii¢ an
(1) seffafligin politik sdylemde sg
seffafligin evrensel bir giiven
uygulama oOlgiitlerinin belirsi msal iletisimde
megi ve risk

ragmen MC is akislart i siirlt entegrasyon proposes Hermeneutic Transparency as a relational model that inte-
saglanmasi. Bub : a, MC’de teknik, etik grates technical, ethical, and contextual layers of meaning-making
ve baglamsal 2 iiggdrcstiren iliskisel bir model in MT systems. The study highlights gaps between high-level dis-

olarak Herg m1 Onermektedir. Calisma, course and actual implementation practices and argues that trans-
ganvoulamadaki gerceklik arasindaki parency should be reconceived not as a static requirement but as

seffafligin duragan bir gereklilik a situated, interpretive and dialogic process. Implications for MT

gl1, yorumlayict ve diyalojik bir siire¢ olarak research, governance, and platform design are also discussed.

oerektigini savunmaktadir. MC arastirmalari,

nrr ve platform tasarimi igin sonuglar da

degil; duruma
yeniden diisiiniil
yonetisim mekaniz

tartisilmaktadir.
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Introduction

The rapid mainstreaming of neural machine translation (NMT) and, more recently, large language model (LLM)-
based translation has transformed translation workflows, public-facing communication, and specialized domains
such as law, health, and administration. Despite this technological shift, traditional translation ethics—centered
on the human translator’s duties of fidelity, responsibility to clients and readers, and professional accountability
(Chesterman, 2001, 2016)—has struggled to keep pace. Translation production now involves multiple actors,
including model developers, data providers, deployers (platforms or institutions), post-editors, and end-users,
creating a dispersed agency that complicates two canonical ethical pillars: transparency and accountability.

Policy regimes have responded to these challenges by elevating these pillars. The OECD Al Principles (2019)
emphasize “transparency and responsible disclosure around Al systems” to allow affected parties to understand
and contest outcomes (p. 1), and call for accountability among actors “developing, deplg - operating Al
systems” (p. 1). UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Ethics of Al (2021) extends thy '
transparency and explainability are often essential preconditions for rights protecti

about these biases or how to contest outputs, highlighting
UNESCO (2021). In legal translation, liability for machin
post-editors or human certifiers are involved, as existing

uts remains unclear, particularly when
ay not account for machine-generated

These observations motivate the present study, wh estigate how transparency and accountability
are defined and operationalized in MT, } s or failures in practice, and propose actionable norms
for distributing responsibility across g s, and human translators/post-editors. Specifically, the

study addresses three research quegti® ansparency and accountability articulated in MT policy
and practice? (2) Where do thes onﬂlct with real MT behaviors such as bias, hallucination, or domain
drift? (3) What role-sensitiy, be implemented to ensure responsible practice across the MT
lifecycle?

By integrating polic scholarship, and corporate practice, this study contributes to the field
by: (a) clarifying ry baseline for transparency and accountability in AI/MT; (b) illustrating how
opacity manifests 1 nalytic vignettes; and (c) proposing a role-based ethical framework that
operationalj i es into actionable guidance aligned with UNESCO’s call for auditability and
traceabi imately, this research situates MT at a normative inflection point, arguing that

Literature Riew and Theoretical Framework
Evolution of Translation Ethics: From Human Agency to Technological Mediation

The concept of ethics in translation studies has traditionally centered on the human translator as the primary
ethical agent, responsible for fidelity, faithfulness, and accountability to the source text, the target audience,
and the commissioner. Anthony Pym (2012) identifies translator responsibility as “a social negotiation of trust
in communicative acts” (p. 46), positioning ethical decision-making within interpersonal relations. Andrew
Chesterman (2001) further operationalizes this with his well-known “Hieronymic Oath,” in which translators
pledge to act with honesty, impartiality, and competence toward all parties involved in the translation act (pp.
147-148). These frameworks, deeply rooted in human agency, assume a clear locus of ethical responsibility: the
translator.
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However, as translation increasingly becomes mediated by technology — from computer-assisted translation
(CAT) tools to neural machine translation (NMT) and large language models (LLMs) — the singular focus
on the human translator is no longer sufficient. Baker (2018) observes that “franslation is no longer a discrete
act performed by a single subject but a distributed process across human and non-human actors” (p. 112).
This distributed agency blurs traditional boundaries of ethical responsibility. Translators today often serve as
post-editors or quality controllers rather than sole producers of the target text, raising questions about how
responsibility is shared among developers, data curators, platform providers, and end-users.

This shift has prompted scholars to revisit classical translation ethics. Chesterman (2016) argues that “ethical
norms must evolve to encompass institutional and technological actors” (p. 59). The question is no longer merely
how a translator behaves ethically but how the entire translation ecosystem — including algorithms — adheres
to ethical standards. Such a reconceptualization requires importing concepts from adjacentfgalds, most notably
Al ethics.

Core Principles of Al Ethics: Transparency and Accountability

The field of Al ethics, emerging prominently in the last decade, provides a rob Oressing the

challenges posed by machine translation. Luciano Floridi (2019) proposes ciples for the
ethical development and deployment of Al: beneficence, non-maleficen justige, and explicability
(pp. 39-40). Among these, explicability — often operationalized accountability — 1s
especially pertinent to machine translation. Floridi and Cowls (202 i as “the ability to render

Transparency has two dimensions: technical transparency,
decision-making processes, and procedural transparenc
capabilities, limitations, and use contexts. Boddington (
consent and public trust in Al are impossible”

mprehensibility of algorithmic
ves disclosure to users about system
that “without transparency, informed

disclose whether a text was machine-translated, th training data limitations, and known biases.
Accountability, meanwhile, concerns the agsi 1bility when Al outputs cause harm or produce
undesirable effects. Jobin, Ienca, and V; lobal survey of Al guidelines shows that accountability

appears in over 80% of them, typica
and assume responsibility for degy (p. 396). Yet as Mittelstadt (2022) notes, accountability

omplex socio-technical systems” (p. 5), a challenge that becomes

The convergence o
value responaiila

acs and Al ethics reveals both complementarities and tensions. Both traditions
ess, but they conceptualize them differently. Translation ethics historically

Scholars haW@begun articulating new frameworks to bridge these paradigms. Kenny and Doherty (2020)
argue that “ma&Qe translation ethics must synthesize the translator s normative obligations with the systemic
accountability of Al systems” (p. 27). They propose a layered model in which developers, providers, and
translators share responsibility at different points of the translation lifecycle. Similarly, O’Hagan (2022) suggests
that transparency in MT should not be understood solely as disclosure of machine involvement but also as
“making visible the social and cultural biases embedded in training data and system outputs” (p. 61).

This expanded view of transparency and accountability is echoed in international policy documents. UNESCO’s
Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021) emphasizes that transparency and explainability
are “essential preconditions for accountability and for the exercise of human rights” (pp. 9—10). The OECD (2020)
calls for “responsible disclosure” and stresses that individuals and organizations “should be held accountable for
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the proper functioning of Al systems” (p. 1). The EU Artificial Intelligence Act (2024) codifies these principles
in binding law, requiring documentation, user disclosure, and traceability mechanisms — even for lower-risk
applications such as machine translation (pp. 49, 69-70).

Despite these advances, significant gaps remain. As Hovy and Spruit (2023) point out, transparency is often
treated as a binary property — a system is either transparent or opaque — whereas in practice it exists on a
spectrum, requiring contextual calibration (p. 8). Furthermore, accountability mechanisms often fail to map onto
the actual distribution of agency in MT workflows. Translators may be held responsible for errors originating in
biased datasets, while developers remain shielded from liability. This misalignment underscores the urgent need
for a new, role-sensitive ethical model.

Contextualizing Transparency: From Technical Disclosure to Hermeneutic Visibility

translation lies in its interpretive dimension — how meaning, mediation, and power are
from Ricoeur’s (1976) hermeneutic model, translation can be understood as a proc

still face interpretive opacity — they cannot fully trace how ling
This suggests a need for hermeneutic transparency: an awa

ull disclosure. Rather, as Ananny and
city,” recognizing that interpretability
nslation, this means communicating the
conditions of mediation — how systems interprd orm meaning — rather than merely providing
technical documentation.

Accountability Beyond the Huma esponsibility and Shared Agency

The rise of neural and generative gag y allenges traditional notions of accountability premised
on singular human intention. y) actor-network theory offers a useful framework for understanding
responsibility as a distriby i0-technical assemblages. Within this perspective, translators,

developers, data annotatgrs platforms, and even users collectively participate in shaping translation
outcomes.

As Kriiger (2022 ‘ethical agency in Al-assisted translation is an emergent property of interlinked
human and non-hum 12). This challenges the juridical tendency to localize blame or responsibility
in a single g , accountability must be conceptualized as shared accountability, emphasizing
coording responsiveness throughout the translation lifecycle.

Recent prd ¢ multi-level accountability structures:
nal accountability — ensuring that system design and data curation meet ethical standards;
2. Translational accountability — maintaining editorial oversight during post-editing and deployment;

3. Institutional accountability — ensuring organizational transparency in data governance and model
training.

Together, these levels instantiate what Crawford and Paglen (2021) term the “ecology of accountability,” wherein
responsibility becomes a relational network rather than a linear chain. This view aligns with the European
Union’s (2024) emphasis on “traceable accountability” in Al governance — a requirement that responsibility be
distributable yet identifiable at every node of system interaction.
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Methodology and Analytical Framework

This study employs a qualitative, document-based, and conceptual research design that integrates ethical theory,
policy analysis, and critical discourse examination in order to investigate how transparency and accountability
are articulated and operationalized within machine translation ecosystems. Rather than focusing on the technical
performance of MT systems, the study adopts a descriptive and interpretive orientation, consistent with
methodological recommendations in translation studies and Al ethics that emphasize the importance of analyzing
socio-technical systems, institutional discourses, and distributed forms of agency (Cronin, 2022; Floridi, 2019;
Kenny & Doherty, 2020). Such an approach is particularly suited to capturing the multi-actor configuration of
contemporary MT infrastructures in which developers, platform providers, post-editors, and end-users share—
though asymmetrically—responsibility for meaning production and error management (Baker, 2018; Kriiger,
2022). Accordingly, the study examines how principles of transparency and accountability gge defined in policy

also identifying points at which these ideals come into conflict with observed MT
hallucination, and contextual drift.

2023), UNESCO’s Recommendations on the Ethics of Artificial I
Intelligence Act (2024); twenty-three peer-reviewed studies
2024 and January 2025 that specifically address ethics, resp
and nine publicly available corporate documents produc
translation materials, such as transparency statements, priv
selected based on accessibility, recency, and dire
research. The material was gathered between Sep
Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, and the
Union. A three-stage screening process

ensure conceptual coherence and themg @g
N\ APV

on technical performance, general A
2018-2024 timeframe.

and théme development. To enhance the transparency of the study, a
representative NVivo three primary coding nodes, along with illustrative coded data excerpts,

nuary 2025 through searches conducted in
ptories of OECD, UNESCO, and the European
stract evaluation, and full-text reading—was used to
ulting in the exclusion of documents that focused solely
nguage technologies, or historical analyses outside the

Data analysis followed Bra

informed codes re e fraging of transparency, interpretations of accountability, and manifestations of
institutional gisms

Y policy texts were examined for normative prescriptions, scholarly literature provided
conceptual a@eritical depth, and corporate materials offered empirical insight into the operationalization—or
strategic refram¥gg—of transparency and accountability in practice. Corporate transparency documents from
major machine translation platforms were examined, primarily published between 2020 and 2024, reflecting the
increasing institutionalization of Al transparency policies. The triangulated structure made it possible to identify
tensions between formal commitments to ethical governance and the practical limitations of proprietary MT
systems that often resist full disclosure or traceability (Hovy & Spruit, 2023; O’Hagan, 2022).

To ensure trustworthiness, the analysis incorporated multiple strategies aligned with Lincoln and Guba’s (1985)
criteria for credibility and confirmability. Coding was repeated at two different points in time to enhance
consistency; an analytic trail documenting coding decisions, theme consolidation, and interpretive choices was
maintained; and reflexive engagement was sustained throughout the process, acknowledging the researcher’s
interpretive stance and the epistemic constraints inherent in examining opaque, commercially protected Al
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systems. Following the calls of O’Hagan (2022) and Mittelstadt (2022) for a critical and reflexive orientation
in Al ethics research, the study positions itself not as an empirical evaluation of MT performance but as an
interpretive inquiry into the normative structures, discursive practices, and socio-technical dynamics that shape
ethical responsibility in machine-mediated translation.

Findings and Discussion

The findings presented in this section draw on a triangulated analysis of policy documents, scholarly literature, and
corporate materials, each offeringa distinct but interconnected perspective on how transparency and accountability
are articulated, operationalized, and reframed within the machine translation ecosystem. Rather than treating
these layers as discrete domains, the analysis traces recurring discursive patterns—particularly the widening

gap between ethical rhetoric and practical implementation—across all three. The themes thatsfollow synthesize

assign responsibility within complex socio-technical environments.

The Rhetoric—Reality Gap in Al Policy Discourse

(2021, p. 10) and later reiterates that “member state
but provides no accompanying guidance ga

the context of MT, this produces a structural paradox: translation systems are normatively
ansible Al yet the documents governing them disclose almost nothing about how meaning is
represented, how bias is mitigated, or how errors and context drift are identified and corrected. The absence of
process-level guidance results in de facto self-regulation, leaving downstream actors; translators, deployers, and
end-users to assume interpretive and corrective responsibilities without access to the technical conditions that

shape system behaviour.
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A systematic comparison of these cross-layer patterns is presented in Table 1.
Table 1

Comparative Analysis of Transparency and Accountability Across Policy, Academic, and Corporate Layers

Corporate Materials (Google
Translate, DeepL, ChatGPT
Translate)

Policy Documents (UNESCO,  Academic Literature (2018—

Theme /Layer 01y By AT Act) 2024)

Emphasizes transparency
and explainability as ethical

Presents transparency through

Highlights rhetorical uses high-level assurances and UX

Framing of X . : of transparency and calls :
imperatives, yet provides cues rather than substantive

Transparency P . : for contextually grounded, X o
limited operational guidance for . S disclosure of training data or

. relational conceptualizations. .
proprietary MT systems. model log
Advocates traceability Critiques fragmented
- and documentation, but o
Accountability : accountability and argues
PP implementation protocols focus N

Distribution T ) . for shared responsibility

on high-risk sectors; MT remains
frameworks across actors.
under-defined.
Suggests documentation,
. logging, and risk-based Proposes model cards
Practical :
o transparency, though MT disclosure, and tra

Prescriptions . I . . . .
receives minimal explicit oriented ethical 0 accompanying
direction. process-level disclosures.
Articulates norms and Demonstrates V1s1ble_

. o UI features but provides
Evidence of principles but lacks enforcement S - .
: : . negligible detail on audits,
Action mechanisms for low-risk

dataset composition, or error-
systems such as MT. p ’

handling pipelines.
Corporate Transparency: Branding Rather
The corporate documents examined sy acy statements, and transparency reports from Google
Translate, DeepL, and ChatGPT Trag stent tendency to equate transparency with high-level
assurances rather than epistemic dz atforms affirm commitments to responsible Al, yet none

provide concrete details regards

directly
branding

Corporate dNgRurse further exhibits a shift from explainability to user-oriented empowerment narratives: features
such as editab[S@utputs, reporting channels, and confidence indicators are framed as transparency mechanisms,
even though they reveal nothing about model decision processes or training dynamics. These interface-level
gestures exemplify what Ananny and Crawford (2018) term “performative transparency,” offering visibility
at the level of user interaction while preserving the opacity of core algorithmic operations. In practice, such
framing discursively relocates responsibility from system producers to end-users, who are implicitly tasked with
identifying and correcting errors without access to the conditions under which those errors arise.

Distributed Accountability in MT Ecosystems

The triangulation of policy, scholarly literature, and corporate materials demonstrates that accountability in MT
ecosystems is increasingly distributed across actors whose access to information and decision-making power is
asymmetrical. Empirical findings in the reviewed scholarship (Kenny & Doherty, 2020; Kriiger, 2022) show that

1682



AUSBD 2026, 26(3), 1676-1691

translators are positioned primarily as post-editors who intervene after automated processing yet lack visibility
into model parameters, training data composition, or system limitations. This reduced epistemic agency constrains
their capacity for informed ethical judgement, even as they are held responsible for the final quality of the output.
Corporate documentation reinforces this model through user-facing guidance that encourages error reporting or
corrective feedback, placing evaluative labour at the periphery of the translation pipeline. For example, platforms
explicitly state: ‘Users are responsible for verifying outputs’ (Appendix C, C1). This multi-layered diffusion of
responsibility echoes Han’s (2021) theorization of the post-truth condition in digital systems, in which partial
visibility coexists with systemic opacity. In MT, such dynamics normalize a fragmented accountability structure
where errors are jointly produced but not jointly traceable.

Hermeneutic Transparency and the Reconfiguration of Interpretation

oward a more

Despite these structural limitations, the dataset also reveals emergent practices that pes

than attempting (or promising) full procedural openness. This sug
less about exposing internal logic and more about enabling inf
machine-generated meaning.

Synthesis and Implications

neven articulation and operationalization.

The policy analysis demonstrated that although trd pd accountability are repeatedly positioned as
normative imperatives, the documents ofiggiias edural guidance for low-risk yet high-impact systems
such as MT. As shown in the excerpts CD, and the EU Al Act, the emphasis on transparency
remains predominantly declarative sms required to achieve it unspecified. The academic

corpus further highlighted this i dentifyifig the “rhetoric—reality gap,” wherein ethical principles
' i orresponding institutional structures capable of enforcing them.
ents such as “we ensure our models are trained responsibly” or

“users are responsible f ifyi uts” illustrate how responsibility is rhetorically shifted toward end-users
while core model o i e

Taken together, th gs indicate that ethical incoherence emerges not from conceptual ambiguity but
from structugg 0 possesses epistemic access to MT systems and who bears the burden of

mitigating . of this evidence, the study argues for a relational reframing of MT ethics that

: G metries. First, transparency should be reconceptualized as interpretive disclosure,
ust provide contextual information—such as dataset provenance summaries, domain
limitations, a own error patterns—rather than relying solely on interface-level cues that simulate openness.
Second, accountMility should be treated as a negotiated relational practice, requiring explicit allocation of roles
and responsibilities among developers, deployers, and translators; this entails moving beyond user-directed
disclaimers toward traceable documentation and shared decision-making structures. Third, ethics should be
approached as an ongoing socio-technical process, rather than a static compliance exercise, recognizing that
meaning-making, error detection, and risk assessment in MT systems are co-produced by human and non-human
agents.

This relational, posthumanist orientation provides a more actionable and context-sensitive model of ethical MT
governance. It bridges the gap identified in this study between normative aspirations and practical implementation
by emphasizing that ethical commitments must be accompanied by structures that distribute knowledge,
responsibility, and interpretive capacity more equitably across the MT ecosystem.
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Conclusion and Implications

This study examined how transparency and accountability are constructed, operationalized, and strategically
reframed across policy, academic, and corporate discourses surrounding machine translation. By triangulating
six major policy documents, twenty-three scholarly publications, and nine corporate materials, the analysis
demonstrated that ethical governance in MT is shaped not by the absence of regulatory principles but by the
inconsistent translation of those principles into actionable practices. Transparency is normatively codified across
all three layers, yet remains largely symbolic in operational terms, while accountability is invoked frequently but
distributed in ways that burden those with the least epistemic access to system behavior.

At the policy level, the findings indicate that global frameworks such as UNESCO, OECD, and the EU Al
Act articulate transparency and accountability as essential ethical imperatives but fail to provide procedural
guidance adequate for proprietary MT architectures. The absence of explicit standards fg gt provenance,

MT arises from relational asymmetries—specifically, disparities in
who is assigned responsibility for its consequences.

The study contributes to translation and Al ethics by pro
accountability suited to the socio-technical nature of conte
transparency as interpretive disclosure rather than procedu

information—dataset summaries, known risk p
interpretive judgment. Second, the study advance
distributed across developers, deployers, s slators, rather than a unilateral obligation shifted onto

ird, it emphasizes that ethics in MT cannot be reduced

deployed but understu domains as MT. Minimal disclosure frameworks—covering dataset provenance,
error typologies, a igaconstraint®—would support more equitable epistemic access across stakeholders.
For corporate acto dy underscores the ethical limitations of branding-based transparency and calls for
the developiy odel documentation that communicates epistemically relevant information
without cg ry rights. For translators and professional communities, the relational reframing
proposa theNieed for updated training protocols that foreground the interpretive challenges and
ethical ris orking*with MT outputs under conditions of partial opacity. Finally, for researchers, the study

ethical tensions Wt remain invisible when examining technical performance alone.

In sum, the study shows that achieving meaningful transparency and accountability in machine translation requires
an ethical model that recognizes the distributed, interpretive, and relational nature of contemporary translation
ecosystems. Closing the gap between ethical rhetoric and operational reality will depend not only on refining
regulatory standards but also on cultivating shared epistemic capacities and collaborative responsibility across
developers, institutions, translators, and end-users. By reframing transparency and accountability as relational
practices, the study offers a pathway toward more equitable and context-sensitive ethical governance of MT
systems.
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Appendix A. NVivo Codebook Excerpts and Illustrative Coded Data

The following excerpts provide a representative sample of the NVivo codebook and coded data used in the
thematic analysis. These examples aim to enhance methodological transparency by clarifying how analytical
categories were constructed and how specific textual segments were coded.

Code 1: Transparency As Rhetoric
Definition:

Instances where policy or corporate documents invoke transparency or explainability as ethical principles without
specifying operational mechanisms such as data provenance, audit procedures, or traceability pathways.

Inclusion Criteria:

Statements referencing transparency, explainability, or clarity as values but lacking
implementation.

Exclusion Criteria:
Technical documentation outlining dataset composition, audit methods
Illustrative Coded Excerpt:

“Transparency and explainability are prerequisites for safeguardine human
Code 2: User Empowerment_As Transparency

Definition:

Cases in which user-interface features (editable o
substitutes for system-level transparency, shifting

, confidence indicators) are presented as

feed
e responsibility onto users.

Inclusion Criteria:
Corporate text framing user interactiogc nisms of transparency.
Exclusion Criteria:
Descriptions of internal loggj it trails, or technical accountability mechanisms.

Illustrative Coded Exc

Definition;
Segme ifting of responsibility from system developers to translators, post-editors, or end-
users, pa flows where MT output must be corrected without access to model-level information.

Inclusion Cri

Discussions of accountability fragmentation, post-editing burdens, or unequal knowledge distribution among
actors.

Exclusion Criteria:
Clear statements assigning responsibility to developers, model designers, or deployment entities.
Illustrative Coded Excerpt:

“Translators are positioned as post-editors who evaluate system output without insight into how the model
generates or filters meaning.
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Appendix B. Dataset Overview Table

Table B1.
Overview of the documents included in the dataset
Number of Publication
Category Documents Years Notes / Examples
Policy and governance OECD Al Principles, UNESCO Recommendations,
6 2019-2024
documents EU AT Act
Peer-reviewed academic . . .
. 23 2018-2024 Ethics, Al-mediated translation, )4
studies
Corporate and user- Google Translate, DeepL,
. 9 2020-2024 _ S
facing documents materials guidelines a
Selected through
Total 38 2018-2024

relevance and

Appendix C. Representative Verbatim Excerpts

The following excerpts illustrate how key concepts transparency, ac
operational opacity were coded during the thematic analysis xcerpt is
corresponding data layer (policy, academic, corporate).

tability, user responsibility, and
hef (<25 words) and linked to its

C1 — Corporate Disclaimers (Responsibility Shift)
“Users are responsible for verifying outputs.” Co user Statement.

C2 — Corporate Ethical Branding

“We ensure our models are trained respgfd
Corporate transparency/ethics decla w

“Transparenc oili are  prerequisites  for  safeguarding  human  rights.”

systems, inclua
C6 — Academic Coding Definition (NVivo)

“Transparency As Rhetoric:  references to  transparency  without  operational — mechanisms.”
NVivo codebook category used during thematic analysis.
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Genisletilmis Ozet
Amacg

Makine ¢evirisinin (MC), 6zellikle sinirsel makine ¢evirisi (NMT) ve biiyiik dil modeli (LLM) temelli sistemlerin
hizli yayilim, kiiresel iletisimi ve profesyonel c¢eviri uygulamalarini koklii bigimde doniistiirmiistiir. Ancak bu
ilerleme, seffaflik (algoritmik kararlarin nasil alindigi ve iletildigi) ve hesap verebilirlik (makine tarafindan
tiretilen sonuglarin ahlaki ve hukuki sorumlulugunu kimin iistlendigi) konularinda temel etik sorulari da
beraberinde getirmektedir. Uzun siiredir hem geviri etiginin (Chesterman, 2001; Pym, 2012) hem de yapay zeka
(YZ) yonetisiminin (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021; Floridi & Cowls, 2021) merkezinde yer alan bu iki ilke,
insan ve insan-olmayan aktorlerin siirekli etkilesim halinde oldugu bir ekosistemde yeniden tanimlanmaktadir.

Bu caligmanin temel amaci, s6z konusu doniistimler karsisinda yeni etik normlarin ortaya
eger ¢ikiyorsa, seffaflik ile hesap verebilirligin gelistiriciler, uygulayicilar ve ¢evirmenleg
kavramsallastirildigini, isletimsellestirildigini ve dagitildigini incelemektir. Calisma {ig
odaklanmaktadir:

p cikmadigini ve

1. Seffaflik ve hesap verebilirlik giincel makine c¢evirisi politikal Wa#arinda nasil
tanimlanmakta ve hayata gecirilmektedir?

2. Bu etik ilkeler, 6nyargi, haliisinasyon veya yorumlayici ¢arpit,
hangi noktalarda basarisiz olmakta ya da catigsmaktadir?

C davraniglariyla

3. Sosyo-teknik aglar genelinde sorumlu, adil ve izlenebilj
hangi uygulanabilir ¢erceveler dnerilebilir?

Bu sorular, politika belgelerinde ilan edilen etik idealler ile lerinin isleyigindeki yapisal belirsizlik

aklanmaktadir. OECD (2020, 2023),
UNESCO (2021, 2023) ve Avrupa Birligi (2024) g ,aciklanabilirlik ve hesap Verebilirligin

savunmaktadir.
Yontem

Calisma, belge analizi, elesg

Veri Kaynak

1. Politika Ve yonetisim cerceveleri: OECD Yapay Zeka llkeleri (2019, 2020, 2023), UNESCO Yapay
Zeka Etigi Tavsiyeleri (2021, 2023) ve Avrupa Birligi Yapay Zeka Tiiziigii (2024).

: Birbiriyle iliskili ii¢ veri alani sec¢ilmistir:

2. Akademik literatiir: 2018-2024 yillar1 arasinda yayimlanmis, yapay zeka aracili ¢eviride etik konusunu
ele alan yirmiden fazla hakemli ¢alisma (6rn. Kenny & Doherty, 2020; O’Hagan, 2022; Kriiger, 2022;
Floridi & Cowls, 2021).

3. Kurumsalbelgeler: Google Translate, DeepL ve ChatGPT Translate’e ait kullaniciya yonelik materyaller,
seffaflik raporlar1 ve gizlilik politikalari.
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Ornekleme: Amacl o6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmistir (Palinkas vd., 2015). 2018-2024 dénemine ait
erisilebilir ve arastirma sorulariyla dogrudan iligkili kaynaklara odaklanilmistir ve hem normatif ¢ergeveleri hem
de bunlarin pratik uygulamalarini ortaya koyan “bilgi a¢isindan zengin 6rneklerin” yakalanmasi hedeflenmistir.

Veri Toplama ve Analiz: Veriler belge analizi yoluyla toplanmis (Bowen, 2009) ve tematik icerik analizi (Braun
& Clarke, 2006) kullanilarak incelenmistir. Sorumlulugun atfedilmesi, dnyarginin azaltilmasi ve agiklanabilirlik
gibi temel temalar tlimevarimsal olarak kodlanmustir. Politika séylemi, akademik kuram ve kurumsal iletigsimi
kargilagtirmak amaciyla katmanlar arasi liggenleme yapilmis; bu sayede tutarsizliklar ve etik kor noktalar ortaya
konmustur. Verilerin diizenlenmesi ve tematik kiimelendirilmesi siirecinde NVivo yazilimindan yararlaniimistir.

Aragtirmanin giivenirligini saglamak amaciyla veri kaynaklari arasinda iiggenleme yapilmig; bu sayede
inandiricilik ve dogrulanabilirlik giiclendirilmistir (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Arastirmacinin yorumlaylcl konumu
aglk blglmde kabul edilmis ve yapay zeka aracili gevmye yonehk etik 1ncelemen1n dogasig Oznel boyutlar

Bulgular

Yapilan analizler, seffaflik ve hesap verebilirligin yapay zeka yonetisiminde 1@ sOylem$®€l konuma sahip
oldugunu; ancak kavramsal olarak belirsiz ve uygulama diizeyinde yet oymustur. OECD
Yapay Zeka Ilkeleri (2020) ve UNESCO’nun (2021) Yapay Zeka Etigi 1politika cergeveleri

bu degerleri giivenin tesis edilmesi ve insan haklarmin korun
buna karsin, miilkiyete dayali makine gevirisi (MC) sistemleri

ak sikca vurgulamakta;
nasil uygulanacagina dair somut
aflik ve agiklanabilirlik insan
ktedir (Appendix C, C4). Bu bulgu,
ik yapilar1 olmaksizin kullanilmasini

haklarimin korunmasi i¢in dnkosuldur” gibi ifadelerde
Mittelstadt’in (2022) etik sdylemin yaptirim giicii olan

tanimladig1 “etik yikama” elestirisiyle ortiismekted

Kurumsal MC saglayicilar1 olan Google, DeepL v pc e tfafligi etik bir ifsa mekanizmasindan ziyade bir
pazarlama araci olarak kullanmaktadir. Kagy arinda siklikla “sorumlu yapay zeka” veya “etik
ceviri” vaat edilmekte; ancak veri biles ctimlerinin sonuglari ya da yorumlayict sinirliliklar gibi

kritik ayrintilara yer verilmemektedig ‘
gibi araglar yoluyla etik yarginin g Irilmaktadir. Ananny ve Crawford’un (2018) isaret ettigi

izleyen bir performatif seffaflik goriiniimii tiretmektedir

¥ giderek daha fazla sayida aktor arasinda dagitildigini ve bunun
tigin1 gostermektedir. Insan ¢evirmenler ¢ogu zaman, sistemin temel
ilarini bilmeden, yapay zeka tarafindan iiretilen ¢iktilari diizelten post-

acikliktan ziyade yorumlayici agikligi merkeze alan hermeneutik seffaflik kavramini
dir. Ricoeur’iin (1976) yorumbilgisi yaklagimi ve Cronin’in (2022) posthiimanist ¢eviri etiginden
hareketle gelisti®n bu model, seffafligi algoritmalarin tiim ayrintilariyla ifsasi olarak degil, anlam iiretimine
iliskin bir diyalog olarak yeniden cercevelendirmektedir. “Otomatik ceviri” etiketlerinin kullanilmasi ya da
kaynak ve hedef metnin yan yana gosterilmesi gibi yeni kurumsal uygulamalar, bu paradigmaya dogru atilan
erken adimlar olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bu tiir uygulamalar, kullanicilarin ¢eviriyi notr bir bilgi aktarimi
degil; yorumlayici ve aracilanmis bir edim olarak kavramalarina olanak taniyan baglamsal okuryazarligi tegvik
etmektedir.

Sektorler aras1 sentez, mevcut etik diizenlemelerin teknik agidan giiclii; ancak iligkisel agidan zayif oldugunu
gostermektedir. Politikalar, seffaflik ve hesap verebilirligi ¢ogunlukla birer uyum (compliance) ilkesi olarak
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kodlamakta; buna karsin giiven, karsiliklilik ve diyalojik anlay1s gibi iliskisel etik boyutlar1 géz ard1 etmektedir.
Bu nedenle ¢alisma, etigin ii¢ ana ilke temelinde yeniden diisiiniilmesini dnermektedir:

*  Yorum olarak seffaflik: teknik ayrintilar yerine yorumlayici ¢ercevelerin agiga ¢ikarilmasi,
« lliski olarak hesap verebilirlik: tiim aktérler arasinda paylasilan ve izlenebilir sorumluluk,
» Uygulama olarak etik: sabit bir uyum listesi yerine siirekli miizakere edilen bir siireg.

Bu unsurlar bir araya geldiginde, makine c¢evirisi etigi posthiimanist bir ahlaki ekoloji i¢inde yeniden
yapilandirilmakta; 6znellik ve anlamin insanlar ile makineler tarafindan birlikte insa edildigi kabul edilmektedir.

Simirhiliklar

Bu calisma, ampirik 6lgtimler yerine kavramsal ve yorumlayict bir yaklagimi bilingli olarglalenimsemektedir.
Bunun temel nedeni, yapay zeka aracili ¢eviride seffaflikve hesap verebilirlik gibi etik ilkg
dogrudan olgiilebilir olmaktan ziyade, sdylemsel, normatif ve baglamsal yapilar ola
nedenle analiz, etik ilkelerin politika metinlerinde, akademik tartismalarda v

tanimlandigini ve ger¢evelendigini ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir.

Kamuya agik belgelerle ¢alisilmasi, miilkiyete tabi sistemlerin sinirh
alan yazinda yaygin ve gecerli bir yontemdir. Bu yaklasim, kurums

ile pratikleri arasindaki yapisal tutarsizliklari goriiniir kilmaktad®f. Aniiyle caflsma, ampirik genelleme
iddiasinda bulunmaksizin, alandaki etik tartismalarin kavra
ampirik aragtirmalar i¢in saglam bir kuramsal ¢ergeve sun

Oneriler

Bu ¢alismanin bulgular1 dogrultusunda, makine
benimsenmesi Onerilmektedir. Ceviri etiginin, gkd yonetisimi ve posthiimanist kuramla birlikte

maktadir. Bu baglamda hermeneutik seffaflik, yapay
ini agiklamak icin kuramsal bir ¢erceve sunmaktadir.

Qilsel esitsizlik ve kiiltiirel 6nyarg: risklerinin azaltilmasina katki saglayarak dilsel

adaletin destqggnmesine olanak taniyabilir.

Ozgiin Deger

Bu calisma, ¢eviribilim ve yapay zeka etigi alanlarina hem kuramsal hem de uygulamaya dontik 6zgiin katkilar
sunmaktadir. Calismanin temel 6zgilinliigi, ceviri etigi, yapay zeka yonetisimi ve posthiimanist felsefeyi sistematik
bir ¢ergevede bir araya getirerek, bugiine kadar ¢ogunlukla ayri disiplinler iginde ele alinmis etik tartismalart
biitlinciil bir perspektifle yeniden diisiinmesinde yatmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda gelistirilen hermeneutik seffaflik
kavrami, seffafligiteknik bir 6zellik ya da algoritmik agiklanabilirlik meselesi olmaktan ¢ikararak, anlam iiretimi,
aracilik ve sorumlulugun yorumlayici boyutlarini merkeze alan yenilikgi bir etik kavramsallagtirma sunmaktadir.
Ayrica ¢alisma, etik sorumlulugu bireysel aktorlere indirgemek yerine, insan ve insan-dis1 bilesenlerden olusan
sosyo-teknik aglar i¢inde paylasilan ve izlenebilir bir iliski olarak ele alan iliskisel bir etik ¢er¢eve onermektedir.
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