
Argument

Restoring and Preserving American Dignity
Communication Style and Accountability in Televised 
Arbitration
The communication style employed by the presiding arbitrator Judy Sheindlin in televised 
arbitration proceedings raises questions regarding whether the manner of expression remains 
proportionate to the functional requirements of dispute resolution. Although arbitration permits 
a flexible and informal procedure, it is still governed by expectations of neutrality, orderly 
conduct, and fair opportunity for litigants to present their cases. These expectations exist to 
ensure that parties are not placed at a disadvantage through the manner in which 
proceedings are managed.

In practice, the arbitrator frequently employs interruption based questioning, rapid credibility 
assessments, and sharply phrased directives. While these techniques may improve efficiency 
and maintain control of proceedings, they also reduce opportunities for uninterrupted 
testimony. This can limit a litigant’s ability to fully present relevant context in support of their 
claims or defenses.

The issue is not the use of active case management, which is appropriate in arbitration 
settings, but rather the degree and consistency of adversarial tone. When questioning is 
consistently confrontational in structure and occurs before full evidentiary development, it can 
affect the ability of participants to present complete narratives.

Arbitration standards generally require that proceedings avoid unnecessary intimidation or 
degradation of participants. Even when a party is found not credible or mistaken, the method 
of communication should remain proportionate to the goals of an honorable American 
courtroom, understanding, efficiency, and fairness. Sharp phrasing or dismissive interruption 
may exceed what is necessary for effective adjudication in a setting involving laypersons 
unfamiliar with legal procedure.

Accordingly, the central argument is whether the method of communication remains 
proportionate to the functional requirements of arbitration. Where less confrontational 
methods could achieve the same efficiency, a persistently harsh rhetorical style raises 
concerns about whether the communication aligns with principles of fair process and 
respectful treatment of participants.

Closing
Accountability Standards in Arbitration Conduct



Regardless of format or entertainment value, arbitration proceedings are expected to uphold 
principles of fairness, neutrality, and professional restraint. While arbitrators are granted 
discretion in managing proceedings, that discretion is not unlimited. Communication style 
should remain proportionate to the goal of resolving disputes without introducing unnecessary 
intimidation or disadvantage.

Where a consistent pattern of highly confrontational questioning, interruption based dialogue, 
and sharply dismissive phrasing is present, it raises questions about whether the 
communication style aligns with accepted standards of neutral dispute resolution. The issue is 
whether procedural control is exercised in a manner consistent with fairness, dignity, and 
equal opportunity to be heard.

Moving forward, a reasonable standard for evaluation of televised arbitration would 
emphasize clear boundaries between efficiency and adversarial tone, consistent allowance 
for uninterrupted testimony, awareness of how communication affects full narrative 
presentation, and continued evaluation of arbitration practices against professional norms of 
fairness and neutrality.

Participants should be fully informed that televised arbitration is a voluntary and binding 
alternative dispute resolution process, and should consider carefully whether the procedural 
format and communication style align with their expectations of how their dispute will be heard 
and resolved.

Policy Statement on Dispute Resolution and Procedural 
Dignity
To support fairness in dispute resolution and preserve public confidence in the integrity of 
legal and quasi legal proceedings, it is recommended that individuals and institutions prioritize 
methods of dispute resolution that ensure participants retain a meaningful opportunity to be 
heard. Such methods should protect procedural dignity by safeguarding voice, autonomy, 
and equitable participation throughout the process.

Dispute resolution frameworks should be evaluated based on whether they provide adequate 
notice, a fair opportunity to present evidence, and a neutral decision making structure that 
avoids unnecessary intimidation or imbalance in communication dynamics.

The objective is to maintain respect for participants while ensuring that efficiency in 
proceedings does not come at the expense of fundamental fairness or the ability of individuals 
to fully articulate their position.

Federal Law
United States Constitution, Fourteenth Amendment Due Process Clause
Federal Arbitration Act, 9 U.S.C. sections 1 to 16



Federal Arbitration Act, 9 U.S.C. section 10
28 U.S.C. section 453 Judicial Oath of Office
28 U.S.C. section 455 Disqualification of Judges

State Law general framework varies by state
State Codes of Judicial Conduct based on the ABA Model Code
State statutes governing judicial ethics and discipline varies by jurisdiction
State arbitration acts often based on the Revised Uniform Arbitration Act adopted in many 
states
State constitutional due process provisions parallel to federal due process guarantees

American Bar Association ABA
ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct
Rule 1.2
Rule 2.2
Rule 2.3
Rule 2.6 A
Rule 2.8 B
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