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Oz

Bu calisma, Makine Cevirisi (MC) alaninda seffaflik ve hesap
verebilirlik  kavramlarinin  politika  belgelerinde, kurumsal
soylemlerde ve akademik yazinda nasil tanimlandigini,
uygulandigini ve doniistiigiinii incelemektedir. Veri seti; alt1
uluslararasi politika belgesi (6rnegin UNESCO, OECD, AB Yapay
Zeka Yasasi taslaklart), yirmi {i¢ hakemli akademik makale ve
2018-2024 yillar1 arasinda 6nde gelen MC saglayicilari tarafindan
yayimlanan dokuz kurumsal agiklama ve teknik ydnergeden
olugsmaktadir. Belgeler, MC sistemlerinde seffaflik, sorumluluk
veya agiklanabilirlik kavramlarma acgik atif yapilmasi Olgiit
alinarak amagli 6rnekleme yontemiyle se¢ilmistir. Analiz, Braun ve
Clarke’1n tematik analiz gergevesi izlenerek yiiriitiilmiis ve NVivo
yazilimi ile desteklenen yinelemeli, tiimevarimsal bir kodlama
sireci uygulanmistir. Bulgular {i¢ ana tema ortaya koymaktadir:
(1) seffafligin politik sdylemde sdylemsel olarak genislemesi,
seffafligin evrensel bir giivence olarak sunulmasina karsin
uygulama Olgiitlerinin belirsiz kalmasi; (2) kurumsal iletisimde
hesap verebilirligin kaydirilmasi, degerlendirme emegi ve risk
yonetiminin kullaniciya yiiklenmesi; ve (3) akademik yazinda
seffafligin daralmasi, kavramim kuramsal olarak tartisilmasina
ragmen MC is akislarina ampirik diizeyde sinirli entegrasyon
saglanmasi. Bu bulgular dogrultusunda ¢alisma, MC’de teknik, etik
ve baglamsal anlam katmanlarimi biitiinlestiren iliskisel bir model
olarak Hermeneutik Seffaflik kavramimi onermektedir. Calisma,
yiiksek diizeyli sdylem ile uygulamadaki gergeklik arasimndaki
bosluklara dikkat ¢ekmekte ve seffafligin duragan bir gereklilik
degil; duruma bagli, yorumlayict ve diyalojik bir siire¢ olarak
yeniden diigiiniilmesi gerektigini savunmaktadir. MC aragtirmalari,
yonetisim mekanizmalar1 ve platform tasarimi igin sonuglar da
tartisilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Makine cevirisi, seffaflik, hesap verebilirlik,
yapay zeka etigi, ¢eviri etigi
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Abstract

This study examines how transparency and accountability are
articulated, operationalized, and transformed across policy docu-
ments, corporate communication, and academic discourse on Ma-
chine Translation (MT). The dataset consists of six international
policy documents (e.g., UNESCO, OECD, EU Al Act drafts),
twenty-three peer-reviewed academic articles, and nine corporate
statements and technical guidelines issued by leading MT provid-
ers between 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
proposes Hermeneutic Transparency as a relational model that inte-
grates technical, ethical, and contextual layers of meaning-making
in MT systems. The study highlights gaps between high-level dis-
course and actual implementation practices and argues that trans-
parency should be reconceived not as a static requirement but as
a situated, interpretive and dialogic process. Implications for MT
research, governance, and platform design are also discussed.
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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, deploying or operating Al
systems” (p. 1). UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Ethics of Al (2021) extends this logic, highlighting that
transparency and explainability are often essential preconditions for rights protection, and must be proportionate
to context and impact (pp. 9—-10). The EU Arttificial Intelligence Act (European Union, 2024) codifies these
principles in law, clarifying that fulfilling transparency obligations does not automatically render a system lawful
and distinguishing risk tiers, explicitly listing Al systems used for translation of initial documents as low-risk
while still requiring documentation, logging, and proportional transparency (p. 49, 69-70, 121).

Empirical research, however, reveals persistent gaps between these policy ideals and MT practice. For example,
gender-ambiguous inputs are disproportionately rendered as masculine by Google Translate (~90%) and DeepL
(~85-88%), diverging from benchmark distributions (Rescigno & Monti, 2023, pp. 5-6). Users are rarely informed
about these biases or how to contest outputs, highlighting an ethical fault line recognized by OECD (2019) and
UNESCO (2021). In legal translation, liability for machine-assisted outputs remains unclear, particularly when
post-editors or human certifiers are involved, as existing frameworks may not account for machine-generated
omissions or distortions (GenLaw Blog, 2023, p. 1).

These observations motivate the present study, which aims to investigate how transparency and accountability
are defined and operationalized in MT, identify tensions or failures in practice, and propose actionable norms
for distributing responsibility across developers, deployers, and human translators/post-editors. Specifically, the
study addresses three research questions: (1) How are transparency and accountability articulated in MT policy
and practice? (2) Where do these principles conflict with real MT behaviors such as bias, hallucination, or domain
drift? (3) What role-sensitive ethical norms can be implemented to ensure responsible practice across the MT
lifecycle?

By integrating policy analysis, academic scholarship, and corporate practice, this study contributes to the field
by: (a) clarifying the regulatory baseline for transparency and accountability in AI/MT;, (b) illustrating how
opacity manifests in MT through analytic vignettes; and (c) proposing a role-based ethical framework that
operationalizes high-level principles into actionable guidance aligned with UNESCO’s call for auditability and
traceability (2023, p. 10). Ultimately, this research situates MT at a normative inflection point, arguing that
translation ethics must evolve from individual, compliance-based frameworks to relational, system-aware, and
interpretive practices capable of addressing distributed agency and socio-technical risks.

Literature Review 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 “translation 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 adjacent fields, 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 robust vocabulary for addressing the
challenges posed by machine translation. Luciano Floridi (2019) proposes five fundamental principles for the
ethical development and deployment of Al: beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy, justice, and explicability
(pp. 39-40). Among these, explicability — often operationalized as transparency and accountability — is
especially pertinent to machine translation. Floridi and Cowls (2021) define explicability as “the ability to render
Al systems understandable and to hold relevant actors answerable for their outputs™ (p. 12).

Transparency has two dimensions: technical transparency, which refers to the comprehensibility of algorithmic
decision-making processes, and procedural transparency, which involves disclosure to users about system
capabilities, limitations, and use contexts. Boddington (2017) stresses that “without transparency, informed
consent and public trust in Al are impossible” (p. 85). In the context of MT, this translates into the need to
disclose whether a text was machine-translated, the system’s training data limitations, and known biases.

Accountability, meanwhile, concerns the assignment of responsibility when Al outputs cause harm or produce
undesirable effects. Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena’s (2019) global survey of Al guidelines shows that accountability
appears in over 80% of them, typically defined as the “obligation of actors involved in the Al lifecycle to justify
and assume responsibility for decisions and outcomes” (p. 396). Yet as Mittelstadt (2022) notes, accountability
in Al is often “diffuse and diluted across complex socio-technical systems” (p. 5), a challenge that becomes
particularly acute in machine translation, where errors can result from multiple layers of interaction: biased data,
flawed model design, inadequate post-editing, or misuse by end-users.

Intersecting Ethical Frameworks: Translation Meets Al

The convergence of translation ethics and Al ethics reveals both complementarities and tensions. Both traditions
value responsibility, trust, and fairness, but they conceptualize them differently. Translation ethics historically
emphasizes relational ethics — trust between translator, author, and audience — whereas Al ethics often operates
in a systemic register, focusing on governance, regulation, and institutional accountability.

Scholars have begun articulating new frameworks to bridge these paradigms. Kenny and Doherty (2020)
argue that “machine 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

While transparency in Al is frequently discussed in technical or procedural terms, its ethical significance within
translation lies in its interpretive dimension — how meaning, mediation, and power are rendered visible. Drawing
from Ricoeur’s (1976) hermeneutic model, translation can be understood as a process of making meaning appear
through interpretive labor. When this process is delegated to non-human agents, transparency extends beyond
code-level explainability; it involves clarifying how algorithmic mediation shapes interpretive outcomes.

Olohan (2021) argues that “the opacity of machine translation is not merely a technical limitation but an epistemic
condition of mediated communication” (p. 88). That is, even if developers disclose architectures or datasets, users
still face interpretive opacity — they cannot fully trace how linguistic, cultural, or ethical norms are encoded.
This suggests a need for hermeneutic transparency: an awareness of how technological mediation reframes
linguistic agency and cultural values.

In this sense, transparency in translation ethics cannot be equated with full disclosure. Rather, as Ananny and
Crawford (2018) note, transparency must coexist with “meaningful opacity,” recognizing that interpretability
is situated, partial, and culturally mediated (p. 977). For machine translation, this means communicating the
conditions of mediation — how systems interpret and transform meaning — rather than merely providing
technical documentation.

Accountability Beyond the Human: Distributed Responsibility and Shared Agency

The rise of neural and generative translation systems challenges traditional notions of accountability premised
on singular human intention. Latour’s (2005) actor-network theory offers a useful framework for understanding
responsibility as a distributed property of socio-technical assemblages. Within this perspective, translators,
developers, data annotators, corporate platforms, and even users collectively participate in shaping translation
outcomes.

As Kriiger (2022) observes, “ethical agency in Al-assisted translation is an emergent property of interlinked
human and non-human actors” (p. 312). This challenges the juridical tendency to localize blame or responsibility
in a single point of failure. Instead, accountability must be conceptualized as shared accountability, emphasizing
coordination, traceability, and responsiveness throughout the translation lifecycle.

Recent proposals advocate multi-level accountability structures:
1. Operational 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 are defined in policy
discourse, reproduced or diluted in corporate communication, and critiqued within scholarly debates, while
also identifying points at which these ideals come into conflict with observed MT behaviours such as bias,
hallucination, and contextual drift.

The dataset was constructed through purposive sampling and consists of three interrelated bodies of material.
Policy documents were primarily published between 2019 and 2024, reflecting the period in which international
Al governance frameworks began to emerge.(A detailed overview of the dataset is provided in Appendix B
(Table B1)): six major Al policy and governance documents, including the OECD Al Principles (2019, 2020,
2023), UNESCO’s Recommendations on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021, 2023), and the EU Artificial
Intelligence Act (2024); twenty-three peer-reviewed studies were collected and compiled between September
2024 and January 2025 that specifically address ethics, responsibility, or transparency in Al-mediated translation;
and nine publicly available corporate documents produced by Google Translate, DeepL, and ChatGPT-based
translation materials, such as transparency statements, privacy policies, and model documentation. Sources were
selected based on accessibility, recency, and direct relevance to the normative concerns at the centre of this
research. The material was gathered between September 2024 and January 2025 through searches conducted in
Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, and the official repositories of OECD, UNESCO, and the European
Union. A three-stage screening process—title review, abstract evaluation, and full-text reading—was used to
ensure conceptual coherence and thematic alignment, resulting in the exclusion of documents that focused solely
on technical performance, general Al ethics unrelated to language technologies, or historical analyses outside the
2018-2024 timeframe.

Data analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase thematic analysis model and was conducted using
NVivo to support systematic coding and theme development. To enhance the transparency of the study, a
representative NVivo codebook containing three primary coding nodes, along with illustrative coded data excerpts,
is provided in Appendix A. An initial round of open coding generated a corpus of inductive and theoretically
informed codes related to the framing of transparency, interpretations of accountability, and manifestations of
institutional opacity. These codes were refined into a set of overarching themes that captured the discursive
patterns across policy, academic, and corporate layers, with particular attention to the “rhetoric—reality gap”
identified in prior work (Fairclough, 1995; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Analytical triangulation was central to
the study’s methodology: policy texts were examined for normative prescriptions, scholarly literature provided
conceptual and critical depth, and corporate materials offered empirical insight into the operationalization—or
strategic reframing—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 offering a 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 that follow synthesize
these patterns by examining the normative framing of ethical principles in policy texts, the critical interrogations
developed in academic discourse, and the operational choices embedded in the design and communication
strategies of major MT providers. Together, these thematic clusters illuminate the systemic tensions that shape
the ethical landscape of contemporary MT, as well as the relational dependencies that complicate attempts to
assign responsibility within complex socio-technical environments.

The Rhetoric—Reality Gap in Al Policy Discourse

Analysis of the six policy documents indicates a persistent gap between the normative prominence of transparency
and accountability and the mechanisms offered to enact them in machine translation systems. Both UNESCO
(2021, 2023) and the OECD AI Principles (2020, 2023) repeatedly frame these values as foundational ethical
imperatives; yet these affirmations remain largely declarative rather than operational. For instance, the UNESCO
Recommendation states that “transparency and explainability are prerequisites for safeguarding human rights”
(2021, p. 10) and later reiterates that “member states should ensure traceability in Al decision-making processes,”
but provides no accompanying guidance on how such traceability could be achieved in neural MT systems
whose training corpora, model architectures, and domain adaptation procedures are proprietary and inaccessible.
Similarly, the OECD guidance calls for “responsible disclosure to stakeholders,” yet its implementation annex
specifies detailed procedures primarily for high-risk sectors such as healthcare and critical infrastructure, while
machine translation is categorised among “limited risk” systems for which disclosure remains voluntary and
undefined. The EU Al Act (2024) mirrors this pattern: although the Act mandates documentation and post-market
monitoring for high-risk AI, MT systems fall under minimal-obligation categories, resulting in only generic
requirements such as “providing users with appropriate information,” without specifying what constitutes
appropriateness for a system that transforms meaning across languages.

This illustrative pattern directly aligns with Mittelstadt’s (2022) critique of ethics-washing, wherein institutions
foreground strong moral language but refrain from specifying the operational responsibilities needed to enact
those values. In the context of MT, this produces a structural paradox: translation systems are normatively
branded as “responsible 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, . gy
limited operational guidance for . S disclosure of training data or
. relational conceptualizations. .
proprietary MT systems. model logic.
Advocates traceability o Shifts responsibility to users
: Critiques fragmented :
iy and documentation, but oy through statements urging
Accountability : accountability and argues . >
P implementation protocols focus o2 them to verify outputs;
Distribution S ) . for shared responsibility AT .
on high-risk sectors; MT remains developer liability remains
frameworks across actors. !
under-defined. ambiguous.
Suggests documentation, Offers interface-level
. logging, and risk-based Proposes model cards, dataset  transparency tools (editable
Practical :
o transparency, though MT disclosure, and translator- outputs, feedback channels)
Prescriptions . I . . . P . .
receives minimal explicit oriented ethical guidelines. with no accompanying
direction. process-level disclosures.
Articulates norms and Produces theoretical and Demonstrates visible
. o - UI features but provides
Evidence of principles but lacks enforcement  empirical frameworks but L . .
: : . TR negligible detail on audits,
Action mechanisms for low-risk notes absence of institutional "
: . dataset composition, or error-
systems such as MT. implementation.

handling pipelines.

Corporate Transparency: Branding Rather Than Disclosure

The corporate documents examined system cards, privacy statements, and transparency reports from Google
Translate, DeepL, and ChatGPT Translate reveal a consistent tendency to equate transparency with high-level
assurances rather than epistemic disclosure. All three platforms affirm commitments to responsible Al, yet none
provide concrete details regarding data provenance, audit procedures, domain-specific vulnerabilities, or error-
handling protocols. This tendency becomes particularly clear in statements such as “we ensure our models are
trained responsibly” and “users are responsible for verifying outputs,” which recur across policy and corporate
documentation and illustrate how responsibility is rhetorically shifted toward the end user rather than grounded in
institutional disclosure. (See Appendix C, C2 for representative excerpts.). Similarly, DeepL’s repeated emphasis
on providing “safe and secure translation” operates as a generalized ethical promise rather than an explanation
of how translations are generated, curated, or quality-controlled. The vagueness of these formulations aligns
directly with Bietti’s (2020) argument that ethical language in Al companies often functions as a competitive
branding strategy rather than a mechanism of public accountability.

Corporate discourse further exhibits a shift from explainability to user-oriented empowerment narratives: features
such as editable outputs, 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
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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

Despite these structural limitations, the dataset also reveals emergent practices that point toward a more
interpretive, hermeneutic model of transparency. Several recent platform updates introduce contextual cues such as
“automatically translated,” side-by-side source—target views, and indications of model-generated reformulations.
Although these measures fall short of algorithmic disclosure, they create interpretive awareness by alerting users
to the mediated and contingent character of MT output. Such practices resonate with Cronin’s (2022) proposal
for a posthuman translation ethics grounded in humility toward technological mediation and with Ricoeur’s
(1976) view of interpretation as an act of responsibility. By signalling the conditions of production rather than
claiming neutral linguistic fidelity, these gestures foster a form of transparency that enhances user literacy rather
than attempting (or promising) full procedural openness. This suggests a conceptual shift: transparency becomes
less about exposing internal logic and more about enabling informed engagement with the interpretive nature of
machine-generated meaning.

Synthesis and Implications

The triangulated findings across policy, academic, and corporate layers reveal that the ethical governance of machine
translation is shaped less by the absence of standards than by their uneven articulation and operationalization.
The policy analysis demonstrated that although transparency and accountability are repeatedly positioned as
normative imperatives, the documents offer limited procedural guidance for low-risk yet high-impact systems
such as MT. As shown in the excerpts from UNESCO, OECD, and the EU Al Act, the emphasis on transparency
remains predominantly declarative, leaving the mechanisms required to achieve it unspecified. The academic
corpus further highlighted this tension by identifying the “rhetoric—reality gap,” wherein ethical principles
circulate as symbolic commitments without corresponding institutional structures capable of enforcing them.
Corporate materials reinforced this pattern: statements such as “we ensure our models are trained responsibly” or
“users are responsible for verifying outputs” illustrate how responsibility is rhetorically shifted toward end-users
while core model operations remain opaque.

Taken together, these findings indicate that ethical incoherence emerges not from conceptual ambiguity but
from structural asymmetries in who possesses epistemic access to MT systems and who bears the burden of
mitigating their risks. In light of this evidence, the study argues for a relational reframing of MT ethics that
directly addresses these asymmetries. First, transparency should be reconceptualized as interpretive disclosure,
meaning that platforms must provide contextual information—such as dataset provenance summaries, domain
limitations, and known error patterns—rather than relying solely on interface-level cues that simulate openness.
Second, accountability 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 for dataset provenance,
auditability, or error traceability allows such systems to be normatively governed yet practically opaque. The
academic literature, in turn, amplifies this structural gap by critiquing the widening distance between ethical
rhetoric and institutional practice, identifying how ethical language can serve as an instrument of legitimacy
rather than a vehicle for enforceable obligation. Corporate documents reinforce this pattern through high-level
assurances that foreground responsible Al while withholding substantive detail about model operations, risk
mitigation, or internal quality-control processes. Together, these findings demonstrate that ethical incoherence in
MT arises from relational asymmetries—specifically, disparities in who holds knowledge of system behavior and
who is assigned responsibility for its consequences.

The study contributes to translation and Al ethics by proposing a relational reframing of transparency and
accountability suited to the socio-technical nature of contemporary MT. First, the findings support conceptualizing
transparency as interpretive disclosure rather than procedural revelation. This approach recognizes that complete
algorithmic visibility is neither feasible nor sufficient; instead, users, translators, and deployers require contextual
information—dataset summaries, known risk profiles, domain-specific limitations—that enables informed
interpretive judgment. Second, the study advances an understanding of accountability as a negotiated practice
distributed across developers, deployers, and human translators, rather than a unilateral obligation shifted onto
end-users through disclaimers or interface features. Third, it emphasizes that ethics in MT cannot be reduced
to compliance-based frameworks, but must instead be treated as an ongoing socio-technical process shaped by
dynamic interactions between human and non-human agents.

These conclusions have several implications for research, policy, and professional practice. For policymakers, the
findings highlight the need to extend transparency requirements beyond high-risk Al systems to include widely
deployed but understudied domains such as MT. Minimal disclosure frameworks—covering dataset provenance,
error typologies, and domain constraints—would support more equitable epistemic access across stakeholders.
For corporate actors, the study underscores the ethical limitations of branding-based transparency and calls for
the development of accessible model documentation that communicates epistemically relevant information
without compromising proprietary rights. For translators and professional communities, the relational reframing
proposed here suggests the need for updated training protocols that foreground the interpretive challenges and
ethical risks of working with MT outputs under conditions of partial opacity. Finally, for researchers, the study
demonstrates the value of cross-layer discourse analysis as a methodological approach for uncovering systemic
ethical tensions that 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 concrete guidance for
implementation.

Exclusion Criteria:

Technical documentation outlining dataset composition, audit methods, or system-level monitoring.
Illustrative Coded Excerpt:

“Transparency and explainability are prerequisites for safeguarding human rights.”

Code 2: User_Empowerment_As_Transparency

Definition:

Cases in which user-interface features (editable outputs, feedback forms, confidence indicators) are presented as
substitutes for system-level transparency, shifting interpretive responsibility onto users.

Inclusion Criteria:

Corporate text framing user interaction features as mechanisms of transparency.

Exclusion Criteria:

Descriptions of internal logging systems, audit trails, or technical accountability mechanisms.
Illustrative Coded Excerpt:

“Users are responsible for verifying outputs.”

Code 3: Distributed_Accountability PostEditing

Definition:

Segments emphasizing the shifting of responsibility from system developers to translators, post-editors, or end-
users, particularly in workflows where MT output must be corrected without access to model-level information.

Inclusion Criteria:

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 Al Act
Peer-reviewed academic . . .
) 23 2018-2024 Ethics, Al-mediated translation, MT transparency
studies
Corporate and user- 9 20202004 Google Translate, DeepL, ChatGPT-based translation
facing documents materials guidelines and transparency statements
Total 38 20182024 Selected through purposive sampling based on

relevance and accessibility

Appendix C. Representative Verbatim Excerpts

The following excerpts illustrate how key concepts transparency, accountability, user responsibility, and
operational opacity were coded during the thematic analysis. Each excerpt is brief (<25 words) and linked to its
corresponding data layer (policy, academic, corporate).

C1 — Corporate Disclaimers (Responsibility Shift)

“Users are responsible for verifying outputs.” Corporate user guidance statement.
C2 — Corporate Ethical Branding

“We ensure our models are trained responsibly.”

Corporate transparency/ethics declaration.

C3 — Corporate Interface-Level Transparency

Label examples: “Automatically translated” / side-by-side source and target views.
User-facing Ul cues presented as forms of transparency.

C4 — Policy Discourse (UNESCO/OECD)

“Transparency  and  explainability = are  prerequisites  for  safeguarding  human  rights.”
From international policy documents emphasizing normative transparency.

CS5 — Policy (EU Al Act Summary Wording)

“Users must be provided with appropriate information.” High-level transparency requirement for low-risk Al
systems, including MT.

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 alindig1 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 ¢aligmanin temel amaci, s6z konusu doniistimler karsisinda yeni etik normlarin ortaya ¢ikip ¢ikmadigini ve
eger cikiyorsa, seffaflik ile hesap verebilirligin gelistiriciler, uygulayicilar ve gevirmenler arasinda nasil yeniden
kavramsallastirildigin, isletimsellestirildigini ve dagitildigini incelemektir. Calisma ii¢ temel arastirma sorusuna
odaklanmaktadir:

1. Seffaflik ve hesap verebilirlik giincel makine c¢evirisi politikalarinda ve uygulamalarinda nasil
tanimlanmakta ve hayata gecirilmektedir?

2. Bu etik ilkeler, 6nyargi, haliisinasyon veya yorumlayici ¢arpitma gibi gercek diinya MC davraniglariyla
hangi noktalarda basarisiz olmakta ya da catigmaktadir?

3. Sosyo-teknik aglar genelinde sorumlu, adil ve izlenebilir ¢eviri uygulamalarini giivence altina almak i¢in
hangi uygulanabilir ¢erceveler dnerilebilir?

Bu sorular, politika belgelerinde ilan edilen etik idealler ile ticari M sistemlerinin isleyisindeki yapisal belirsizlik
arasindaki giderek biiyiiyen bir “retorik—gergeklik boslugu”ndan kaynaklanmaktadir. OECD (2020, 2023),
UNESCO (2021, 2023) ve Avrupa Birligi (2024) gibi kuruluslar seffaflik, agiklanabilirlik ve hesap verebilirligin
onemini vurgulasa da, ampirik bulgular bu ilkelerin yalnizca kismen hayata gegirilebildigini gostermektedir. Bu
caligma, makine ¢evirisinin yalnizca teknik bir ara¢ degil, ayn1 zamanda etik anlamin, yazarligin ve sorumlulugun
dagitik aktorler arasinda siirekli olarak miizakere edildigi bir ahlaki altyapir olarak ele alinmasi gerektigini
savunmaktadir.

Yontem

Calisma, belge analizi, elestirel sdylem analizi ve etik-yorumsamaci akil yiiriitmeyi birlestiren karma niteliksel
ve kavramsal bir arastirma tasarimini benimsemektedir. Bu yaklagim, etik ilkelerin kurumsal, akademik ve ticari
baglamlarda nasil ifade edildigini ve nasil hayata gecirildigini biitiinciil bigcimde anlamay1 miimkiin kilmaktadir.

Arastirma Tiirii: Arastirma hem betimleyici hem de yorumlayici niteliktedir ve g¢eviribilimdeki niteliksel
geleneklerle (Baker, 2018; Olohan, 2021) ile yapay zeka etigi alanindaki yaklagimlarla (Floridi, 2019; Mittelstadt,
2022) uyum gostermektedir. Hipotez test etmekten ziyade, calisma, makine g¢evirisi (MC) uygulamalarinda
ortaya ¢ikan seffaflik ve hesap verebilirligin etik boyutlarini kavramsallastirmay1 ve elestirel bigimde incelemeyi
amaglamaktadir.

Veri Kaynaklari: Birbiriyle iliskili ti¢ veri alan1 se¢ilmistir:

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).

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 gliclendirilmistir (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Aragtirmacinin yorumlayict konumu
acik bicimde kabul edilmis ve yapay zeka aracili geviriye yonelik etik incelemenin dogasi geregi 6znel boyutlar
icerdigi vurgulanmistir. Calisma, O’Hagan (2022) ve Kriiger’in (2022) savundugu posthlimanist etik yaklagimi
benimseyerek, bireysel sorumluluktan ziyade iligkisel hesap verebilirligi merkeze almay1 hedeflemektedir.

Bulgular

Yapilan analizler, seffaflik ve hesap verebilirligin yapay zeka yonetisiminde merkezi bir séylemsel konuma sahip
oldugunu; ancak kavramsal olarak belirsiz ve uygulama diizeyinde yetersiz kaldigin1 ortaya koymustur. OECD
Yapay Zeka ilkeleri (2020) ve UNESCO’nun (2021) Yapay Zeka Etigine iliskin Tavsiyesi gibi politika ¢erceveleri,
bu degerleri giivenin tesis edilmesi ve insan haklarmin korunmasi i¢in 6nkosul olarak sik¢a vurgulamakta;
buna karsin, miilkiyete dayali makine ¢evirisi (MC) sistemlerinde bu ilkelerin nasil uygulanacagina dair somut
yonlendirmeler sunmamaktadir. Bu durum, politika metinlerinde yer alan “seffaflik ve agiklanabilirlik insan
haklarinin korunmasi i¢in dnkosuldur” gibi ifadelerde agik¢a goriilmektedir (Appendix C, C4). Bu bulgu,
Mittelstadt’in (2022) etik sdylemin yaptirim giicli olan hesap verebilirlik yapilari olmaksizin kullanilmasini
tanimladig “etik yikama” elestirisiyle ortiismektedir.

Kurumsal MC saglayicilar1 olan Google, DeepL ve OpenAl, seffaflig1 etik bir ifsa mekanizmasindan ziyade bir
pazarlama araci olarak kullanmaktadir. Kamuya acik agiklamalarinda siklikla “sorumlu yapay zeka” veya “etik
ceviri” vaat edilmekte; ancak veri bilesimi, 6nyargi denetimlerinin sonuglar1 ya da yorumlayict sinirliliklar gibi
kritik ayrintilara yer verilmemektedir (Bietti, 2020). Bunun yerine, giiven puanlar1 veya diizenlenebilir ¢iktilar
gibi araglar yoluyla etik yargimimn yiikii kullaniciya aktarilmaktadir. Ananny ve Crawford’un (2018) isaret ettigi
bu sdylemsel hamle, epistemik belirsizligi gizleyen bir performatif seffaflik goriiniimii iretmektedir.

Bulgular, makine ¢evirisinde hesap verebilirligin giderek daha fazla sayida aktor arasinda dagitildigini ve bunun
da sorumlulugun pargalanmasina yol agtigini gdstermektedir. Insan ¢evirmenler ¢ogu zaman, sistemin temel
isleyis mantigini veya veri kaynakli dnyargilarini bilmeden, yapay zeka tarafindan iiretilen ¢iktilar1 diizelten post-
editorler olarak konumlanmaktadir. Bu durum, Kriiger’in (2022) “posthiiman etik paradoksu” olarak tanimladigi
olguyla értiismektedir: cevirmenler, yetki ve 6znellikten yoksun birakilirken sorumluluk iistlenmektedir. Ozellikle
hukuki veya tibbi ¢eviri gibi hata payinin ciddi sonuglar dogurabilecegi alanlarda, hukuki sorumluluk zinciri
biiyiik 6l¢tide belirsizligini korumaktadir (GenLaw Blog, 2023).

Calisma ayrica; teknik agikliktan ziyade yorumlayict agikligi merkeze alan hermeneutik seffaflik kavramini
ortaya koymaktadir. Ricoeur’iin (1976) yorumbilgisi yaklasimi ve Cronin’in (2022) posthiimanist ¢eviri etiginden
hareketle gelistirilen bu model, seffaflig1 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

477



AUSBD 2026, 26(1), 463-478

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 ¢ergevelerin 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 6lglimler yerine kavramsal ve yorumlayict bir yaklagimi bilingli olarak benimsemektedir.
Bunun temel nedeni, yapay zeka aracili ¢eviride seffaflik ve hesap verebilirlik gibi etik ilkelerin nicel gostergelerle
dogrudan olgiilebilir olmaktan ziyade, sdylemsel, normatif ve baglamsal yapilar olarak ortaya ¢ikmasidir. Bu
nedenle analiz, etik ilkelerin politika metinlerinde, akademik tartismalarda ve kurumsal sdylemlerde nasil
tanimlandigini ve ger¢evelendigini ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir.

Kamuya agik belgelerle calisilmasi, miilkiyete tabi sistemlerin sinirh erisilebilirligi géz oniline alindiginda,
alan yazinda yaygin ve gecerli bir yontemdir. Bu yaklasim, kurumsal seffaflik ve hesap verebilirlige iligkin
degerlendirmelerin sdylemsel diizeyde yapilmasini miimkiin kilmakta ve ticari sistemlerin etik iddialari
ile pratikleri arasindaki yapisal tutarsizliklar1 goriiniir kilmaktadir. Bu yoniiyle calisma, ampirik genelleme
iddiasinda bulunmaksizin, alandaki etik tartismalarin kavramsal derinligini artirmay1 ve gelecekte yapilacak
ampirik aragtirmalar i¢in saglam bir kuramsal ¢erceve sunmay1 hedeflemektedir.

Oneriler

Bu ¢alismanin bulgular1 dogrultusunda, makine ¢evirisi ve yapay zeka etigi alaninda biitiinciil bir yaklagimin
benimsenmesi Onerilmektedir. Ceviri etiginin, yapay zekd yonetisimi ve posthiimanist kuramla birlikte
ele alinmasi; etik sorumlulugun bireysel aktorlerle sinirli olmayan, sosyo-teknik sistemler i¢inde dagitik bir
yap1 olarak yeniden kavramsallagtirilmasini gerekli kilmaktadir. Bu baglamda hermeneutik seffaflik, yapay
zeka destekli ¢eviride anlam iiretimi ve aracilik siireglerini agiklamak i¢in kuramsal bir ¢ergeve sunmaktadir.
Uygulama diizeyinde, makine cevirisi saglayicilarinin seffafligi soyut etik taahhiitlerin 6tesine tasiyarak ceviri
ciktilarinin nasil tiretildigini ve hangi siirliliklar igcerdigini agiklayan baglamsal bilgilendirme mekanizmalari
(istveri etiketleri, model kartlar1 ve kdken gostergeleri) gelistirmesi onem tagimaktadir. Profesyonel ¢evirmenler
acisindan ise algoritmik 6nyargi ve yorumlayici araciliga iliskin farkindaligin, gevirmen egitimi ve sertifikasyon
stireglerinde temel bir yeterlilik alan1 haline getirilmesi; yapay zeka etigi ve dagitik hesap verebilirlik konularinin
egitim programlarina dahil edilmesi onerilmektedir. Politika diizeyinde, diizenleyici cercevelerin yalnizca
teknik belgelendirmeyle sinirli kalmayip cevirinin yorumlayici ve kiiltiirel boyutlarin1 da kapsayacak bicimde
genisletilmesi; seffaflik yiikiimliiliiklerinin uzman olmayan kullanicilar i¢in de erisilebilir olmasi ve sorumluluk
zincirlerinin insan ile insan-dis1 aktorleri icerecek sekilde tanimlanmasi gerekmektedir. Son olarak, makine
cevirisinde etik seffaflifin giiclendirilmesi, kamusal giivenin artirllmasina ve 6zellikle marjinallestirilmis dil
topluluklarini etkileyen dilsel esitsizlik ve kiiltiirel 6nyargi risklerinin azaltilmasina katki saglayarak dilsel
adaletin desteklenmesine 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, seffafligi teknik 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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