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Abstract
Procedural Barriers to Accessing Asylum and Judicial Outcomes in Chile (2013–2024) is a repository of 584 judicial decisions that document the various administrative obstacles to formalizing asylum applications in Chile. The dataset includes 292 rulings from the Court of Appeals (first instance) and 292 corresponding decisions from the Supreme Court (second instance). Each record includes case metadata, the main procedural barriers encountered, and the final judicial outcomes at both levels of the judicial system, facilitating an evidence-based analysis of access to the refugee status determination procedure and appeal trends over eleven years.

Content of the files:


Data sources
The judicial decisions contained in this dataset were obtained from the official digital repository of Chile Unified Sentence Portal (Portal Unificado de Sentencias): https://www.pjud.cl/portal-unificado-sentencias (In Spanish)

Methodology
The data collection and processing for the dataset were conducted as follows:
Data Collection: Systematic analysis of judgments issued by the Chilean Courts of Appeal (CAs) and the Supreme Court (SC) between 2013 and 2024.
Judgments were retrieved from the electronic database of the Chilean Judiciary (Portal Unificado de Sentencias) between March and April 2025 using a structured Boolean search strategy in Spanish. Searches combined institutional identifiers referring to the competent migration authorities—the Department of Migration and Aliens (Departamento de Extranjeria y Migracion, DEM), active until 2022, and the National Migration Service (Servicio Nacional de Migraciones, SERMIG), active from 2022—with procedural terms associated with barriers to accessing the asylum procedure. These included combinations of “pre-admissibility” and “asylum”, “verbal refusal” and “asylum”, “self-reporting” and “asylum”, and “formalization of the asylum application”.
The final dataset comprises 584 judgments, constituting 292 complete appellate case pairs, which enable a systematic examination of evolving judicial reasoning throughout the appellate process.

Data Coding and Analysis: Each judgment was manually reviewed and coded by the author using a structured coding protocol developed prior to the analysis. Manual coding was preferred because the research sought to identify both procedural variables and legally nuanced forms of judicial reasoning that cannot be reliably captured through automated text analysis.
Fourteen variables were systematically identified for each ruling: (i) ruling identifier number in the SC (Rol Number); (ii) date of decision in the SC; (iii) judicial outcome in the SC (upheld or overturned); (iv) presence of dissenting opinion in the SC; (v) Court of Appeals; (vi) ruling identifier number in the CA; (vii) date of decision in the CA; (viii) constitutional remedy employed (action of protection or writ of amparo); (ix) judicial outcome in the CA; (x) administrative barrier(s) litigated; (xi) presentation of dissenting opinions in the CA; (xii) number of applicant(s); (xiii) nationality of the applicants; (xiv) indicators of particular vulnerability (such as minors or family groups).
Some judgments involved multiple administrative barriers simultaneously—for example, verbal refusal combined with the requirement of prior self-reporting. To ensure comparability across cases, each judgment was classified according to the principal legal issue addressed by the court and explicitly relied upon in its reasoning. This coding rule was established before data analysis and applied consistently throughout the dataset.

List of variables
Rol Number SC: Supreme Court Decision Identification Number.
Date SC: The exact date the judicial decision was issued in the Supreme Court (DD-MM-YYYY).
Decision SC: A Supreme Court decision that can uphold or overturn the decision of the appeals courts.
Dissenting Opinion SC: A dissenting opinion of a Supreme Court Justice, expressed in the decision itself, which may include the reasons for the dissent.
Court of Appeal: English translation of the name of the Court of Appeals that issued the ruling.
Rol Number CA: Appeals Court Decision Identification Number.
Date CA: The exact date the judicial decision was issued in the Court of Appeal (DD-MM-YYYY).
Legal Action: Constitutional remedy used to challenge barriers, specifically the protection action and the writ of amparo (habeas corpus), as well as the special appeal of reclamation.
Decision CA: Decision of the Court of Appeals that may grant or deny the legal remedy.
Barrier(s): This refers to any administrative practice or provision that, after individuals have attempted to apply for asylum, prevents them from formalizing their application or initiating asylum proceedings. The following have been identified for this study: Verbal refusal, Pre-screening interview, Self-reporting, Removal order, and Quota system. 
Dissenting Opinion CA: Dissenting opinion of an appeals court judge, expressed in the decision itself, which may include the reasons for the dissent.
No. Applicant(s): Number of applicants who initiated legal action.
Nationality: Nationality of the applicant who initiated legal action.
Vulnerability: Individual characteristics that may represent a vulnerability of applicants, particularly minors.


