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ABSTRACT

Avrbitration has been considered as a most significant alternative dispute resolution process in United States
of America. The principle law regarding the enforcement of arbitral awards is "Federal Arbitration Act"
which is adopted in 1925. Articles 9-14 of this Act contain provisions about enforcement of arbitration
awards and its obstacles. Enforcement of arbitral awards requires judicial procedures and supervisions in
United States. Accordingly the party who is seeking for enforcement must file a motion (confirmation
request) and bring necessary documents to the appropriate court during one year. Arbitration awards are
not enforceable without judicial confirmation. Vacation, modification and correction of arbitral awards
have limitative statutory grounds which are stipulated in the law. The courts are uncertain about accepting
non-statutory grounds for vacating of awards. Despite of this doubt, however, the other grounds have been
created in U.S judicial precedent. Nonetheless both legislature and courts in U.S.A endeavor for esteem
and prevalence of arbitration and ordain limitations for enforcement and vacating of arbitration awards.
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