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Abstract

This paper examines the governance of artificial intelligence in the
Brazilian judiciary, analyzing over 140 Al systems implemented
under the National Council of Justice’s Justice 4.0 program and the
evolution from principle-based to prescriptive regulatory frame-
works. While Brazil has advanced toward international standards
of responsible Al, persistent gaps in oversight, accountability, and
ethical safeguards highlight the challenges of aligning judicial au-
tomation with principles of justice, fairness, and transparency.

Artificial Intelligence (Al) systems are increasingly being
used in judicial systems worldwide, including Brazil, where
over 140 Al tools have been implemented since the early
2020s under the National Council of Justice’s (NCJ) “Jus-
tice 4.0” program. These systems are used for tasks like do-
cument classification, case outcome prediction, and proce-
dural triage, with notable examples being Victor (Supreme
Federal Court) and Athos (Supreme Court of Justice), which
are used for tasks like legal document classification, juris-
prudence recommendation, and workload triage. While pro-
mising increased efficiency, these tools raise concerns about
transparency, fairness, and accountability.

Al deployment introduces risks such as bias amplification
(Barocas and Selbst 2016), opacity in decision-making
(Burrell 2016), and public trust issues (Zuboff 2019). In the
judicial context, Al can unintentionally reinforce discrimi-
natory patterns or limit judicial discretion. Addressing these
challenges requires not only technical safeguards but robust
governance frameworks that consider legal and ethical cons-
traints. Concerns about Al non-alignment—when systems
operate in ways that don't align with human values or judi-
cial norms—are also critical (Binns 2018).

Responsible Al, which emphasizes transparency, accounta-
bility, fairness, and human oversight, is essential to maintai-
ning procedural fairness and institutional credibility in the
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judiciary (Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena 2019; Floridi et al.
2018). Al systems must not only perform tasks efficiently
but also align with the values of justice and impartiality.

A national survey conducted by the NCJ in 2023 highlights
responsible Al practices, based on 140 Al models reported.
The most frequently supported practice is promoting user
awareness about Al (102 responses, 73% of total), followed
by training public servants and judges (90 responses, 64%).
Respondents also emphasized the importance of clear gui-
delines and policies (74 responses, 53%) and mechanisms
for Al explainability (56 responses, 40%). Public availabi-
lity of source code and system functions was considered im-
portant by 25 respondents (18%). Fewer respondents sup-
ported creating a dedicated IT department for ethical con-
cerns (5 responses, 4%) or providing models and training
datasets (3 responses, 2%). These findings highlight a strong
focus on transparency, education, and ethical considerations
but also reveal concerns about Al systems aligning with ju-
dicial norms. Addressing these concerns requires gover-
nance that balances technical benefits with ethical implica-
tions, ensuring Al supports, rather than replaces, human ju-
dgment.

Based on the initial stage of the research, which compared
the evolution of NCJ resolutions, Brazil’s judicial Al gover-
nance has progressed from the principle-based NCJ Resolu-
tion 332/2020 to the more prescriptive Resolution 615/2025,
introducing robust governance mechanisms such as a model
risk-classification system, privacy-by-design and privacy-
by-default requirements, secure data curation, mandatory al-
gorithmic impact assessments, and contractual and operati-
onal rules for generative Al. The new framework reinforces
human oversight throughout the Al lifecycle, mandates stan-
dardized public reporting, and involves additional instituti-
ons like the Bar Association and Public Prosecutor’s Office,
signaling convergence with international responsible Al
standards.



Despite these advances, significant gaps persist: external au-
dits remain at the discretion of courts without binding civil
society participation; technical criteria are vague; there are
no standardized metrics for impact, explainability, or bias
mitigation; and enforcement lacks clear sanctions or gradu-
ated compliance mechanisms. The risk-classification system
underestimates the role of auxiliary legal services in judicial
decision-making, while environmental impacts and ethical
benchmarks are entirely absent, limiting the development of
a culture of algorithmic integrity.

This research examines how responsible Al is being imple-
mented in Brazil’s judiciary by analyzing the governance
strategies, technical infrastructures, and legal frameworks
that guide its development. As one of the most institutio-
nally advanced cases of Al use in the public sector globally,
the Brazilian judiciary offers a unique opportunity to ex-
plore how automated systems interact with legal and ethical
norms. The study employs document analysis, semi-structu-
red interviews with key stakeholders, and case studies of
systems such as Victor and Athos.

Focusing on both the techniques and limits of applying res-
ponsible Al, the research investigates how principles such
as justice, fairness, transparency, and human oversight are
translated into practice. It pays particular attention to the
risks posed by misalignment, including the reinforcement of
existing biases, reduction of judicial discretion, and poten-
tial conflicts with constitutional values. The next empirical
phase of the research involves conducting in-depth, semi-
structured interviews with judges, court administrators, and
high-level officials from Brazil’s judicial councils, inclu-
ding the National Council of Justice (NCJ) and regional ap-
pellate courts. These interviews aim to capture institutional
perceptions, implementation challenges, and normative ex-
pectations surrounding the use of Al in judicial decision-
making and administration. By engaging directly with key
actors responsible for developing, deploying, or overseeing
Al systems, the study will enrich its analysis of how respon-
sible Al principles are interpreted and operationalized in
practice, and will identify institutional tensions, gaps in
oversight, and opportunities for improvement in Al gover-
nance within the judiciary.

By grounding these issues in Brazil’s experience, the study
contributes to global academic and policy debates on Al go-
vernance and provides insights into the real-world applica-
tion of responsible Al in complex institutional settings.
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