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Oz

Bu calismada, Ingilizceden Tiirkgeye cevrilen kurgusal kisa
Oykiilerde DeepL.’1n makine gevirileri ile insan gevirileri arasindaki
farklari, Katharina Reiss’in ¢eviri elestirisi modeli kullanilarak
dilbilimsel bilesenler agisindan incelenmektedir. Bes edebi eserden
alman ve DeepL ile profesyonel insan g¢evirmenler tarafindan
gevrilen 381 climle karsilastirilmis ve farkliliklar belirlenmistir. En
yaygin farklilik tiirii sozciiksel farklilik olup (%33,86), ardindan
anlamsal farklilik (9%22,05), yakin anlamlilik (%20,73), dilbilgisel
farklilik (%9,16), mantiksiz (yanlis ¢eviri) olma durumu (%38,40) ve
tslup agisindan farklilik (%5,77) olarak siralanmistir. DeepL., basit
ve dogrudan kelimeleri basariyla cevirirken kiiltiirel niiansh
ifadeler, mecazi dil ve baglamsal uyarlamalarda zorlanmistir. Insan
cevirmenler hedef kiiltiir odakli yontemlerle edebi estetigi korurken,
DeepL kaynak metne bagl kelimesi kelimesine ceviri stratejileri
kullanmis, bu da karmasik anlatisal tutarsizliklara yol agmustir.
Caligmada 32 hatali DeepL cevirisi tespit edilerek edebi metinler
icin son diizenleme gerekliligi vurgulanmistir. Sonuglar, DeepL’in
islup inceliklerini ve kiiltiirel gobndermeleri aktarmadaki siirlarin
ortaya koyarken, edebi metinlerin sanatsal ve duygusal zenginligini
korumada insan ¢evirmenlerin vazgegcilmez roliinii
pekistirmektedir. Bu caligsma, yapay zeka destekli ¢eviri araglarin
edebi baglamda degerlendirmekte ve yapay zekanin verimliligi ile
insanin kiiltiirel-yaratici deneyimini birlestiren hibrit modeller
Onermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: makine ¢evirisi, insan g¢evirisi, kisa hikaye,
dilsel bilesen
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Abstract

This study investigates the differences between DeepL’s machine
translations and human translations of English-to-Turkish fictional
short stories, utilizing Katharina Reiss’ translation criticism model
to analyze linguistic components. The study compares 381
sentences translated by DeepL with professional human translators
from five literary works, identifying semantic, lexical, grammatical,
stylistic, and nonsensical differences. Lexical differences are most
common (33.86%), followed by semantic (22.05%), near-
synonymous (20.73%), grammatical (9.16%), nonsensical (8.40%),
and stylistic (5.77%). DeepL translated simple, straightforward
words well but struggled with culturally nuanced expressions,
figurative language, and contextual adjustments. While human
translators utilized target-culture-focused procedures to retain
literary aesthetics, DeepL used literal, source-text-focused methods,
resulting in complex narrative incoherencies. The investigation
found 32 incorrect DeepL translations, highlighting the need for
literary post-editing. The results underscore DeepL's limitations in
conveying stylistic nuances and cultural allusions, reinforcing the
indispensable function of human translators in preserving the
artistic and emotional richness of literary texts. This study evaluates
Al-driven translation tools in literary contexts and recommends
hybrid models that combine Al supported machine translation
efficiency with human cultural and creative experience.

Keywords: machine translation, human translation, short
story, linguistic component
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Introduction

Translation is one of the most important components of communication between individuals
from different cultures; this communication is of great importance in interactions between
cultures belonging to different societies. Translation which is not simply a matter of seeking
other words with similar meaning tries to find appropriate ways of saying things in another
language (Thriven, 2002). With the extraordinary rapid development of technology, artificial
intelligence, which plays an important role in many fields, is becoming increasingly involved
in the translation process day by day. At the same time, unlike traditional computer-assisted
translation tools that serve only as aids to human translators, artificial intelligence has emerged
as a competitor to human intelligence in the field of translation. Rivera-Trigueros (2022) asserts
that machine translation has become a crucial asset capable of meeting translation needs and
facilitating professional processes within the translation sector. However, machine translation
still has difficulties when it comes to comprehending creative writings that include cultural
references, such as literary works (Guerberos-Arenas & Toral, 2022). Literary works function
as a vessel of cultural identity and creative expression, using language in a manner that goes
beyond simple communication (Rahman & Rahman, 2020). The complexities of storytelling,
cultural references, and the subtle nuances of expression present a significant challenge for
automated systems aiming to accurately convey the essence of these works (Toral & Way,
2015). The main aim of this study is to classify and examine the differences between artificial
intelligence-supported translation engine DeepL’s translation and human translation in terms
of linguistic components addressed in Katharina Reiss' translation criticism model within the
context of translating fictional short stories. The study also tries to determine the extent to which
DeepL's translation differs from human translation and to identify which linguistic components
account for these differences. The study aimed to provide answers to the following research

questions:

1. To what extent does DeepL generate translations that are comparable to human

translations when translating short stories?

2. To what degree does DeepL generate translations that are semantically accurate but

differ from human translations?

3. In which particular linguistic components do the translations generated by DeepL

differ from those of human translation?

4. Is DeepL capable of producing nonsensical translations?
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Katharina Reiss’ Approach to Translation Criticism

In her book "Translation Criticism: The Potentials and Limitations (2000)", Katharina Reiss
introduces her method for translation criticism. She explores three distinct categories to assess
the potential for objective criticism by examining the outcomes of the translation process.
Katharina Reiss argues that the evaluation of a translation should begin with determining the
genre of the text. This is an important step in enabling the translator to choose the appropriate
strategies correctly while translating. Reiss had developed this typology building upon the
categorization of the functions of language proposed by the German linguist Karl Biihler.

According to Reiss, there are five categories of translation criticism:

1) Literary category concerns the selection of the text.

2) Language category conducts research on the linguistic structure of the source text.
3) Pragmatic category takes into account extra-linguistic factors.

4) Functional category is the category of choice for translation critics if the translator or his

client specifies a more restricted group of readers for the target language.
5) Personal category is related to the personality of the translator (Reiss, 2000).

The first part of translation criticism falls under the literary category, where the critic should be
aware of the genre of the source text. After determining the literary nature or genre of the text,
one transitions to the language category to identify linguistic elements. Under the linguistic
category, both the semantic elements, lexical elements, grammatical elements, and stylistic
elements in both the source language (SL) and the target language (TL) are examined as
linguistic components. Semantic elements are quite essential for preserving the content and
meaning of a text. To determine semantic equivalence, the linguistic context must be examined,
because this is where it can be seen most clearly what the author intends by what 1s said (Reiss,
2000: 53). If full equivalence with the source text is the criterion by which the semantic
components of the target text are to be judged, the standard for the lexical components must be
adequacy (Reiss, 2000: 57). The examination of lexical elements is related to how the translator
deals with technical terms, homonyms, wordplay, idioms and proverbs, and untranslatable

words.

Another factor considered in the language category is grammatical elements. In a translation
criticism, grammatical correctness is a criterion for the successful transfer of the semantic and

stylistic aspects of the target text's grammatical structure.
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The last element examined in the language category is stylistic elements. It should be
determined whether the translation takes into account the stylistic components of the source
text with regard to standard, individual, and contemporary usage, and whether in particular
stylistic aspects the author’s creative expressions deviate from normal language usage (Reiss,

2000: 63).
Methodology

In this study, five fictional short stories and their translations from English to Turkish by
professional translators were used to compare the translation performance of DeepL with
human translator. The selection process for the short stories included in this study took into
account the literary and fictional nature, the inclusion of exclamation expressions, their length,
and the availability of their Turkish translations. The Linguistic Component strategies
employed by Katharina Reiss in the category of literary texts were employed in the analysis.

The names of these stories and their translators are shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. List of the Short Stories

Source Text Target Text

Kate CHOPIN- The Story of an Hour Asena TUNALI- Bir Saatin Oykiisii
Saki- The Open Window Miijde DURAL- A¢ik Kap1

Shirley JACKSON- Charles Ziibeyde DEMIR- Charles

Oscar WILDE- Selfish Giant Siileyman KARA- Bencil Dev

Ermest HEMINGWAY - Cat in the Rain Behliil DUNDAR- Yagmur Altindaki Kedi

In the following phase, DeepL, which is an artificial intelligence supported machine translation
engine, was run on a CAT software. The sentences translated by DeepL kept intact, and
translated texts were transferred to an excel file. The first column on the Excel spreadsheet
included target texts, second column included human translations and the third column had the
DeepL’s translations. Each line had one sentence or expression, so the analysis was conducted

on a sentence and/or phrase level manually.

During this comparison, the differences between the two texts were classified in terms of
Linguistic Components, as addressed in Katherina Reiss's Translation Criticism approach, and
numbered in the Excel spreadsheet. As a result of this examination, conclusions were drawn
regarding the extent of differences in each linguistic component. When conducting the analysis
of the research, a classification system was established to show in what ways the two translation

texts differ. These classifications are numbered as follows: 0-Near-synonymous, 1-Semantic
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difference, 2-Lexical difference, 3-Grammatical difference, 4-Stylistic difference, 5-

Nonsensicial.
Quantitative Research Findings

Table 1 shows the total number of sentences in which differences, identified as part of the
research method, appear throughout the entire texts during the comparison of DeepL to human
translations of the five short stories. Additionally, it shows the percentage of the total results
found throughout the entire texts. Analyzing the numerical data reveals the distinct ways in
which DeepL translates literary texts in contrast to human translation, as well as the linguistic

causes underlying these discrepancies.

Table 2. The Total Distribution and Percentages of the Differences

Difference Types Total numbers of occurrence %
0 Near-synonym 79 20.73
1 Semantic 84 22.05
2 Lexical 129 33.86
3 Grammatical 35 9.16
4 Stylistic 22 5.77
5 Nonsensical 32 8.40

Total 381 100.00

The table above shows the distributions of distinguishing factors. According to this table, it is
understood that the primary reason for the greatest difference between sentences produced by
DeepL and human translation is lexical, meaning that different words are used to convey the
same meaning in the sentence. Lexical discrepancies are the most prevalent, as human
translators frequently possess multiple equally valid word options. While literary translation
necessitates nuanced expression, DeepL may prioritize statistically common yet less
contextually sensitive language. After lexical differences, the most common difference
encountered is semantic. DeepL. has made semantically different translations from human
translation in a total of 84 sentences. Following semantic differences, the classification of near-
synonymous results with nearly equivalent outcomes emerges. This classification indicates that
DeepL translates to a level that is quite similar or entirely identical to human translation. It is
observed that a total of 35 sentences translated by DeepL are grammatically different from
human translation. In the 5th classification, which serves as an answer to the research question
'Does DeepL make nonsensical translations?', it has been found that a total of 32 sentences
translated by DeepL are nonsensical or incorrect/meaningless. The least observed difference is
stylistic. It has been concluded that in only 22 sentences, the stylistic value present in the human

translator's version is different.
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Qualitative Research Findings

Near Synonym (0)

In this section, identical sentences are also added to near-synonymous sentences. The common
feature of the identical sentences found in the target texts is that they have been translated in
exactly the same way by both DeepL and the human translator. Upon examining the sentences,
it is evident that DeepL produced the same translations as the human translator mostly in simple
structured declarative and interrogative sentences composed of just a subject, verb, and object.
Additionally, it is observed that DeepL produced the same translation results as the human

translator for exclamatory expressions.

Table 3. Identical Sentences

Source Text (ST) DeepL Translation (DT) Human translator (HT)
I beg; open the door--

. Yalvaririm, kapiy1 ag. Yalvaririm, kapiy1 ag.
! 5.1 ﬂiu will make yourself Kendini hasta edeceksin. ~ Kendini hasta edeceksin.
2 S.2 Sg;‘s too selfish,” she 1 pencil” dedi, "0 ok bencil," dedi.
3 S.3 His father’s eyes Babasinin gozleri biiylidii. Babasinin gozleri bityiidii
) widened. ) '
The maid stayed Hizmetci semsiyeyi Hizmetci semsiyeyi
4 S.5 outside to close the kapatmak i¢in digarida kapatmak i¢in digarida
umbrella. kald. kald.
I wanted that poor O zavalli kedicigi O zavalli kedicigi
5 S.5 . o o
kitty. istiyordum. istiyordum.

Near-synonymous

The general characteristic of the sentences provided in Table 4 is that the translations by DeepL
and human translators are very close in meaning, with minor differences that do not alter the
overall meaning. The translation of prepositions is a good starting point for elucidating these
distinctions. As seen in the first example, the preposition “near” in the first sentence is translated
in both versions with the Turkish words “yaninda” and ‘“‘yakininda” which both convey the
meaning of “near.” Thus, the meaning of the sentence remains similar in both translations. The
same situation is observed in sentence four. In this sentence, the adjective “very” is translated
into Turkish with the words “pek” and “¢cok,” both of which carry the same meaning. This again

shows that both translations convey the same meaning as the source text.

Table 4. Near-synonymous Sentences

ST DT HT
1 S.1 Her husband's friend Kocasinin arkadasi Richards ~ Kocasinin arkadasi Richards
Richards was there, too, da oradaydi, onun da orada, yakiindaydi.
near her. yanindaydi.
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2 S.1 There was something Ona dogru gelen bir sey vardi  Korku i¢inde, kendisine
coming to her and she ve korkuyla onu bekliyordu.  dogru gelmekte olan bir seyi
was waiting for it, bekliyordu.
fearfully.

3 S.2 The poor children had Zavall1 ¢cocuklarin artik Artik zavalli cocuklarin
now nowhere to play. oynayacak yerleri yoktu. oynayacak yerleri yoktu.

4 S.2 They tried to play onthe Yolda oynamaya ¢aligtilar Yolun iistiinde oynamay1
road, but the road was ama yol ¢ok tozluydu ve sert  denediler, ama yol pek tozlu
very dusty and full of taglarla doluydu ve bundan hem de sert taslarla doluydu.
hard stones, and they did hoslanmadilar. Bu da hi¢ hoslarina gitmedi.
not like it.

5 S.3 Some of them, as far as I Hatirlayabildigim kadariyla ~ Hatirladigim kadariyla
can remember, were bazilar1 oldukga iyiydi." bazilar1 ¢ok iyi insanlards.”
quite nice."

6 S.4 “Nothing,” Laurie said. = "Hicbir sey," dedi Laurie. ““‘Higbir sey o sadece boya
“He was passing out the  "Boya kalemlerini kalemlerini dagittyordu.”’
crayons.” dagitiyordu."

7 S.5 The rain dripped from Palmiye agaglarindan Palmiye agaglarindan
the palm trees. yagmur damliyordu. damliyordu yagmur.

8 S.5 She went on up the Merdivenlerden yukari ¢ikti.  Merdivenleri ¢ikt1.
stairs.

9 S.5 Hehadn’tlooked away = Konusmaya basladigindan Kadin konusmaya
from her since she beri gozlerini ondan basladigindan beri gézlerini
started to speak. ayirmamisti. ondan ayirmamisti.

10 S.5 Inthe doorway stood the Kapinin girisinde hizmetci Hizmetci kadin kapinin
maid. duruyordu. oniinde duruyordu.

11 S.5 she said, “the padrone “Affedersiniz,” dedi, ““Affedersiniz’’ dedi;

asked is for the
Signora.”

"Padrone bunu Sinyora i¢in
getirmemi istedi."

“Padrone bunu Sinyora’ya
getirmemi istedi.”

In sentence two, it is observed that the meaning in the source text is conveyed with the same
meaning in both the DeepL and human translations, but the emphasis is placed on different
words. Since the source text is English, it is known that the emphasized word in English should
be placed at the beginning or the end of the sentence. In the DeepL translation, the emphasis is
on the first word of the source text, while the human translator emphasizes the last word of the
source text. Therefore, both sentences can be considered accurate translations according to the

source text.

In sentence nine, it is observed that the subject in the source text is given as an implicit subject
in the DeepL translation, whereas the human translation uses an explicit subject. In this case,

the meaning remains the same between both sentences.

Semantic Difference (1)
This section will present examples of sentences where the translations by DeepL and humans

are internally coherent, yet their interpretations diverge.

Table 5. Semantically Different Sentences

ST

DT HT
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1 S.1 She would have no one Kimsenin onu takip Pesinden hi¢ kimse gitmedi.
follow her. etmesine izin vermezdi.

2 S.1 Inthe street below a peddler  Asagidaki sokakta bir Bir alt sokakta bulunan
was crying his wares. seyyar saticl mallarim seyyar satici feryat feryat

aglayarak satiyordu. haykiriyordu.

3 S.1 She said it over and over Nefesinin altinda tekrar Duyulmayacak bir sesle
under the breath: “free, free,  tekrar sdyledi: “Ozgiir, tekrar tekrar sdyledi.
free!” Ozgiir, 0zglir!” “Ozgiiriim, 6zgiiriim,

Ozgilirim!”

4 S.1 There would be no one to Oniimiizdeki yillarda Gelecek yillarda kimse
live for during those coming ugruna yasayacak kimse olmayacakt1 ve sadece
years; she would live for olmayacakti; kendisi igin kendisi i¢in yasayacakti.
herself. yasayacakti.

5 S.1 A kind intention or a cruel Iyi niyetli ya da zalimce bir ~ Aydinlanma yasadig
intention made the act seem  niyet, o kisa aydinlanma kisacik anda, iyi niyet ya da
no less a crime as she looked anina baktiginda eylemi kotii niyet fark etmeksizin
upon it in that brief moment  daha az sug gibi bunun bir su¢ oldugunu
of illumination. gostermiyordu. anladi.

6 S.1 She breathed a quick prayer ~ Hayatinin uzun olmasi icin ~ Omriiniin uzun
that life might be long. hizl1 bir dua etti. olabilecegini umarak bir

dua okudu hizlica.

7 S.1 It was only yesterday she Daha diin hayatin uzun Heniiz diin, mriiniin uzun

had thought with a shudder
that life might be long.

olabilecegini iirpererek
diisiinmiistii.

olabilecegini diisiinerek
iirperiyordu.

When looking at the examples given in the table above, it can be seen that DeepL's translation
of first sentence are literal translations of the source text. However, the human translator has
not conveyed the exact meaning of the source text, instead employing a translation method by
adapting it to the overall context of the text. In the second sentence, however, it can be seen that

a completely different translation is made.

The phrase “Ozgiir, 6zgiir, 6zgiir!” in DeepL's third translation sentence emphasizes freedom
as a concept. This might be said to express a person's longing for freedom or to highlight the
importance of freedom. On the other hand, the phrase “Ozgiiriim, dzgiiriim, 6zgiiriim!” in the
human translation indicates that the person is free, signifying a change in circumstances or the

state of having attained freedom. Therefore, they are different from each other.

When looking at DeepL's translation of the fourth sentence in the source text, the phrase
"ugruna yasayacagi kimse olmayacakt1" indicates the absence of someone who gives meaning
to the person's life, whereas the phrase "kimse olmayacak" in the human translation is more

general and abstract, indicating that there will generally be no one in the person's life.

In the source text, while DeepL's translation of the sentence "She breathed a quick prayer that
life might be long" emphasizes a direct wish, the human translator conveyed it with a sentence

that includes a broader emotional scope, encompassing hope and expectation. In the last
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sentence, it is seen that DeepL made a literal translation, but the human translator changed the

meaning in the source text and conveyed it in a more literary discourse.

Lexical Difference (2)

This section will present examples demonstrating how Deepl. and human translation express

same meanings using varied terminology.

Table 6. Lexically Different Sentences

ST DT HT

1 S.1 It was her sister Bunu ona kirik dokiik Ona bu haberi kiz kardesi
Josephine who told climlelerle anlatan kiz kardesi ~ Josephine, parca parca
her, in broken Josephine’di; yar1 gizli yar1 climlelerle halinde, yarisini
sentences; veiled hints  agik {istii Ortiilil ipuglart. gizli tutan tstii kapali
that revealed in half ipuclariyla verdi.
concealing.

2 S.1 She did not know; it Bilmiyordu; Ustii kapali ve anlasilmasi zor
was too subtle and adlandirilamayacak kadar ince  bir sey oldugundan ne
elusive to name. ve anlagtlmazdi. oldugunu bilmiyordu.

3 S.1 Aclear and exalted Berrak ve yiice bir algi, bu Acik ve asil bir alg1 yetenegi
perception enabled her  Oneriyi 6nemsiz bularak bu bayag fikri gormezden
to dismiss the reddetmesini saglamigtir. gelmesini sagladi.
suggestion as trivial.

4 S.1 Her fancy was running  Oniindeki giinler boyunca Diisleri, kendisini bekleyen
riot along those days hayalleri cosuyordu. giinler boyunca kosuyordu.
ahead of her.

5 S.1 There was a feverish Gozlerinde atesli bir zafer Gozlerinde hummali bir
triumph in her eyes, vardi ve kendini farkinda galibiyet vardi ve farkinda
and she carried herself  olmadan bir Zafer Tanricasi olmadan bir zafer tanrigasi
unwittingly like a gibi tasiyordu. gibi yiiriiyordu.
goddess of Victory.

6 S.1 Hehadbeen far from  Kaza yerinden ¢ok uzaktaydi Olay yerinden oldukca
the scene of the ve bir kaza oldugunu bile uzaktaydi ve bir kaza
accident, and did not bilmiyordu. oldugundan bile haberi yoktu.
even know there had
been one.

7 S.1 He stood amazed at Josephine’in canhiras Josephine’in giiglii aglayisi ve
Josephine's piercing haykirisina, Richards'm onu Richards’in karisini
cry; at Richards' quick  karisinin géziinden kagirmak kendisinden saklama girigimi
motion to screen him igin yaptig1 hizli harekete karsisinda saskina kaldi.
from the view of his hayretle bakti.
wife.

8 S.2 The birds sat on the Kuslar agaglara konar ve o Kuslar agaclara dizilir, tath
trees and sang so kadar tath 6telerdi ki cocuklar  tath dyle otelerdi ki gocuklar
sweetly that the oyunlarmi birakip onlar dinlemek i¢in oyunlarini
children used to stop dinlerdi. birakirlardi.
their games in order to
listen to them.

9 S.5 He had been to visit Arkadast Cornish devini Arkadas1 Kornval Umacisi’ni

his friend the Cornish
ogre, and had stayed
with him for seven
years.

ziyarete gitmis ve yedi yil
onun yaninda kalmist.

ziyarete gitmisti.
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10 S.5 Trespassers will be Izinsiz girenler kovusturulacak  Duvari asanlar
prosecuted cezalandirilacaktir.

In the comparison of the first sentence translations provided above, both the DeepL and the
human translator's versions generally convey the original sentence's meaning accurately.
However, there are differences in word choices. The phrase “broken sentences” in the source
sentence is translated as “kirik dokiik ciimleler” by DeepL, while the human translator renders
it as “parca parga ciimleler.” In a comparable manner, the phrase "veiled hints that revealed in
half concealing" is translated by DeepL as “yar1 gizli yar1 agik {istii ortiilii ipuglari,” whereas
the human translator provides a more refined version: “yarisini gizli tutan {iisti kapali

ipuclartyla.”

When the translations of the second sentence are examined, it is evident that DeepL adopted a
clearer expression with direct word choices, whereas the human translator chose more indirect

words to provide a more explanatory and detailed rendition.

The phrase “her fancy was running riot” in the fourth sentence is translated by DeepL as
“hayalleri cosuyordu,” while the human translator rendered it as “diigleri kosturuyordu.”
Although both translations accurately convey the meaning, the word choices differ. Compared

to DeepL, the translator adopted a more descriptive approach.

In the sixth sentence, the phrase “the scene of the accident” is translated by DeepL as “kaza
yeri,” while the human translator rendered it as “olay yeri.” Both translations are correct, but
due to its more common usage in the target language, the human translator's version is more

appropriate.

In the seventh sentence, the phrase "piercing cry" is translated by DeepL as "canhiras haykiris,"
while the human translator uses "gliclii aglayis." The DeepL translation better conveys the
emotional intensity and amazement of the original sentence, whereas the human translation
provides a softer expression. When comparing the translations of the eighth sentence, the

difference is seen to arise from the human translator's use of a tautology.

In the ninth sentence, the phrase "Cornish ogre" is translated by DeepL as "Cornish devi,"
maintaining the proper noun from the source text. However, the human translator rendered it as
"Kornval umacisi," adapting the expression to the target language. In the translation of the tenth
sentence, the word "kovusturmak" used by DeepL is a difficult expression to understand as it
is not commonly used in the target language. The human translator, on the other hand, opted to

change the original meaning of the sentence and derive a meaning from the overall story.
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Grammatical Difference (3)
This section will elucidate the grammatical distinctions between DeepL and human translation,

accompanied by examples for clarification.

In the first sentence of the table below, comparing the grammatical variations between the
DeepL and human translations reveals a disagreement in tense usage. DeepL translated it in the

past tense, while the human translator used the present tense.

Upon analyzing the second sentence, it is evident that DeepL's translation is only rendered in
the past tense, whereas human translator's rendition employs a blend of present and past tenses

to emphasize the order and immediacy of the events.

In the translation of the fifth sentence, DeepL uses the verb "goriilmedi" to emphasize the
certainty of the event, while the translator uses the verb "gdriinmiiyordu" to indicate that the

event was an ongoing process and emphasizes the continuity from the past.

Table 7. Grammatically Different Sentences

ST DT HT

1 S.1 And yetshe had loved him-- Yine de onu sevmisti, bazen. Ama yine de bazi
sometimes. zamanlar, kocasini severdi.

2 S.2 When he arrived, he saw the Oraya vardiginda bahgede Gelir gelmez de ¢ocuklarin
children playing in the oynayan ¢ocuklar1 gordii. bahgede oynadiklarini
garden. gordii.

3 S.2 I will put that poor little boy O zavalli kiigiik cocugu Su zavalli yavrucagi agacin
on the top of the tree, and agacin tepesine koyacagim,  {stiine ¢ikarayim; sonra da
then I will knock down the  sonra da duvar yikacagim ve duvari yikarim, bahgem
wall, and my garden shall be bahgem sonsuza dek artik sonsuz dek ¢ocuklarin
the children’s playground ¢ocuklarin oyun alani olacak. oyun yeri olur.
for ever and ever.

4 S.2  And the tree broke at once Agac hemen ¢icek agmus, Agac hemen c¢icekler acti,
into blossom, and the birds ~ kuslar gelip lizerinde 6tmeye  kuslar gelip lizerine Ottii.
came and sang on it, and the = baslamis ve kiiglik cocuk iki ~ Cocuk iki kolunu Dev’in
little boy stretched out his kolunu uzatip Dev’in boynuna sarip onu &ptii.
two arms and flung them boynuna dolamis ve onu
round the Giant’s neck, and  Opmis.
kissed him.

5 S.2 Butthe little boy whom the =~ Ama Dev’in sevdigi kiigiik Ancak Dev’in sevdigi
Giant loved was never seen  ¢ocuk bir daha hig kiigiik cocuk artik hig
again. goriilmedi. goriinmiiyordu.

6 S.2 For on the palms of the Ciinkii cocugun ellerinin Ciinkii cocugun
child’s hands were the prints avuclarinda iki ¢ivi izi vardi  avuglarinda ikiser tane ¢ivi
of two nails, and the prints ve kiiclik ayaklarinda da iki  izi vardu, iki ¢ivi izi de
of two nails were on the ¢ivi izi vardi. ayaklarinda.
little feet.

7 S.3 It was arelief to Frampton Teyzenin gec kaldig1 i¢in Teyzesi geg kaldig1 i¢in

when the aunt bustled into
the room with a whirl of

oziirler dileyerek telasla
odaya girmesi Frampton’u
rahatlatti.

oziirler dileyerek igeri
girince Frampton rahatladi.

103



Yapay Zeka Destekli Ceviride Dilsel ve Kiiltiirel Sadakat: ingilizce-Tiirkge Edebi Kisa Oykiilerde DeepL ve insan
Ceuvirilerinin Kargilagtirmali Analizi

apologies for being late in
making her appearance.

Friday Charles was deprived Cuma Charles tebesir

of blackboard privileges
because he threw chalk.

firlattig1 icin kara tahta
ayricaliklarindan mahrum
birakildi.

Cuma yaz1 tahtasinin
ayricaliklarindan tebesir
firlatt1g1 icin mahrum
edildi.

Stylistic Difference (4)

In this section, sentences where the stylistic differs between DeepL and human translation will

be explained.

Table 8. Stylistically Different Sentences

ST

DT

HT

1 S.1

The delicious breath of rain
was in the air.

Havada yagmurun nefis
nefesi vardi.

Yagmurun hos esintisi
havaya dagilmig haldeydi.

2 S1

“Go away.”

“Git basimdan.”

“Git.”

3 82

One day the Giant came
back.

Bir giin dev geri geldi.

Bir giin Dev doniiverdi.

4 S2

He was dressed in grey, and
his breath was like ice.

Gri giysiler i¢cindeydi ve
nefesi buz gibiydi.

Kursuniler giyinmisti,
solugu da buz gibiydi.

5 S2

And the Giant’s heart
melted as he looked out.

Ve Dev’in kalbi disari
bakarken eridi.

Dev disariya bakarken
yiiregi i¢in i¢in eridi.

6 S3

An undefinable something
about the room seemed to
suggest masculine
habitation.

Odadaki tanimlanamayan bir
sey erkeklerin yasadigini
diisiindiiriiyordu.

Ama odada erkeksi bir hava
vardi.

He came home the same
way, the front door
slamming open, his cap on
the floor, and the voice
suddenly become raucous
shouting, “Isn’t anybody
here?”

Eve ayn1 sekilde geldi, 6n
kap1 garparak acildi, kasketi
yere diistii ve sesi aniden
giirleyerek “Kimse yok
mu?” diye bagirdi.

Eve ayn1 yoldan dondii.
Girtltiiyle ¢arpan 6n kapi,
désemenin tizerinde
sapkastyla sesi aniden
yiiksek ve nahos bir
haykiriga doniistii; “Evde
kimse yok mu?”

Italians came from a long
way off to look up at the
war monument.

Italyanlar savas anita
bakmak i¢in ¢ok uzaklardan
geldiler.

Italyanlar savas anitin1
gbormek i¢in ta uzaklardan
geliyordu.

If I can’t have long hair or
any fun, I can have a cat.

Eger uzun sa¢im ya da
eglencem yoksa, bir kedim
olabilir.”

Saclarimi uzatamasam da,
eglencem yoksa bile bir
kedim pekala olabilir.”

Looking at the example sentences provided above to examine the stylistic difference, it can be
observed that DeepL's translation has a more poetic and literary style, while HT's provides a
more descriptive and direct narrative. Upon analyzing the second sentence, it is evident that
DeepL employs a longer and more explicit expression, whereas human translation is more direct
and expeditious in delivering the command. In the translation of the third sentence, while DeepLL
adopts a simpler and more direct narrative style, HT has added a touch of mystery and surprise

with a more literary expression.
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DeepL translated the fourth sentence in a more colloquial and explanatory tone, while HT aimed
to leave a strong impression on the reader's mind by using a more literary and poetic tone. In
the translation of the fifth sentence, DeepL provided a literal translation, while HT used the
idiom "yiiregi i¢in i¢in erimek" to give the sentence a more literary and impactful tone. In the
translation of the sixth sentence, while DeepL once again provided a literal translation, HT used

an expression specific to the target culture to convey the meaning more clearly to the reader.

In the translation of the eighth sentence, DeepL translated "long way off" as "¢ok uzaklardan,"
while HT rendered it as "ta uzaklardan," using a tone closer to the everyday speech of the target
language. In the translation of the ninth sentence, DeepL once again provided a literal
translation with a simpler and more straightforward expression, whereas HT adopted a more

complex and emphatic conditional structure.
Nonsensical (5)

This section will elucidate instances where DeepL's translations are so illogical and erroneous

that they cannot be compared to human translations.

Table 9. Nonsensical Sentences

ST DeepL Translation Human Translation (HT)
1 S.1 “Free!” “Bedava!” “Ozgiiriim!”
Every day for three hours Selam geldi. Her giin {i¢g saat ~ Dolu da geldi; o da her giin
he rattled on the roof of the  boyunca, kiremitlerin cogunu  ii¢ saat kalenin daminin

castle till he broke most of  kirana kadar satonun istiindeki arduvaz

the slates, and then he ran catisinda takirdadi ve sonra kiremitlerden birgogunu
round and round the garden  bahgenin etrafinda gidebildigi kirincaya dek takirdayip
as fast as he could go. kadar hizli kostu. durdu.

3 S.2 What did he see? Ne gormiis? Ne gorsiin?

4 S.2 Here the child’s voice lost Burada ¢ocugun sesi kendine  Tam burada kizin sesindeki
its self-possessed note and ~ hakim notasini kaybetti ve kendine giiven kayboldu,
became falteringly human. titrek bir sekilde insana daha miitevazilesti.

doniistii.

When the first sentence provided as an example of meaningless translation in the above table
is examined, it is observed that DeepL, which translates with the primary meaning of the word
"free," has made a translation that does not fit the flow of the text. This translation is a

meaningless expression for the target reader.

The interrogative form in the third sentence is often used to emphasize the surprising or
unexpected aspect of an event or situation in stories. By translating this expression literally,

DeepL has made a meaningless translation for the sentence and the flow of the story.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
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Upon examining some of the results derived from quantitative data, it was found that out of the
total 381 sentences from five stories, 129 sentences, or 33.86%, exhibited lexical differences
between the translations by DeepL and human translators. In the sentences examined for lexical
differences, it was observed that both Deepl and human translators accurately conveyed the
meaning of the source text into the target language. However, they achieved this by using
different words in the target language that conveyed the same or similar meaning. According
to Ibanez Moreno and Dominguez Mora (2025), DeepL's translation is more natural and fluid

than Google Translate's, focusing on contextual efficacy rather than literary accuracy.

After lexical differences, the most frequently encountered differences are semantic. Out of the
381 sentences, 84 sentences exhibit semantic differences between the DeepL translation and
the human translator. When compared to a human translator, DeepL is able to convey distinct
meanings in the target text. This is especially true when translating idiomatic or sophisticated
language. However, DeepL translated 79 out of the 381 sentences with the exact same or very
similar meaning as the human translator. Furthermore, the emergence of a total of 32
nonsensical and erroneous sentences in DeepL’s translations led to the conclusion that
translations done by DeepL must be carefully post-edited and proofread by a human translator.
As Karabayeva and Kalizhanova (2024) concluded, “ChatGPT and DeepL are useful but

imperfect tools for translating literature, and they require human review and improvement.”

The most frequent semantic discrepancies between DeepL and the human translator (HT) were
the result of HT's adaptation of the words to the target language through the modification of
specific components during translation, while DeepL conducted a literal translation. Kolb et al.
(2023) highlighted that machine translation systems “generated a number of viable new
coinages... most of them by literal translation procedures.” Furthermore, it was noted that the
human translator articulated certain complicated and challenging sentences from the source text
to the target text by elaborating on the meaning, incorporating additional words, or eliminating
specific terms to enhance clarity for the reader. Noriega-Santiafiez and Corpas Pastor (2023)
highlighted the significance of creativity and adaptability in human translation, attributes that
contemporary machine translation systems find challenging to replicate. DeepL interpreted
short sentences, including exclamatory phrases, similarly to a human translator. DeepL
rendered proper names and brand names exactly as they were, without adaptation for the target
language, akin to human translators. In instances where lexical discrepancies existed between
DeepL's translation and HT, it was typically seen that figurative language, adjectival phrases,

and reduplications were rendered differently. Finally, the most prevalent discrepancy between
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DeepL's translation and HT in sentences with grammatical discrepancies was that of tenses. In
a similar study conducted by researcher Zihan Ke (2024), error types in human and machine
translation comparisons were categorized into the ten categories outlined by Matusov's theory.
In their study, it was observed that errors in machine translation predominantly focused on

semantic aspects, while linguistic accuracy was comparatively better.

It has been concluded that DeepL employs a source-text-focused approach using literal
translation methods, whereas human translators utilize a translation strategy oriented towards
the target text and culture. Because human translators focus on the target language, they adapt
elements from the source language and culture to fit the target language and culture. This
approach results in lexical differences compared to DeepL. Due to the literary nature of the
stories selected for analysis in this study, the texts frequently featured literary terms and effects.
Preserving the aesthetic effect in translating such texts is of paramount importance. It was
concluded that DeepL, which employs a literal translation method, is inadequate in conveying
the literary and poetic nuances into the target language. Sarhsian and Zinchenko (2024)
concluded that the use of machine translation for the translation of literary works, particularly
short prose, is potentially practical and efficient, as the translated text is subsequently edited by
a human translator. This reinforces the notion that DeepL functions optimally as an auxiliary

tool rather than a standalone solution in literary translation.

It is important to note that DeepL employed a sentence-level translation methodology with
segmented text, resulting in coherence solely at the sentence level. This study will contribute
to identifying the linguistic differences and similarities between DeepL and human translations,
thus aiding in assessing the current state and areas of improvement for artificial intelligence
translation tools. Additionally, it provides a general overview of the adequacy of such tools in
literary translation compared to human translation and suggests strategies for their more

effective utilization.
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