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Respondent physicians filed suit alleging that managed-health-care
organizations, including petitioners, violated, inter alia, the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO) by failing to
reimburse them for health-care services that they had provided to patients covered by the organizations’ plans. Petitioners moved to compel arbitration. The District Court refused to compel arbitration of
the RICO claims on the ground that the arbitration clauses in the
parties’ agreements prohibited awards of “punitive damages,” and
hence an arbitrator lacked authority to award treble damages under
RICO. Accordingly, the court deemed the arbitration agreements unenforceable with respect to those claims. The Eleventh Circuit affirmed.
Held: It is unclear whether the agreements actually prevent an arbitrator from awarding treble damages under RICO. This Court’s cases
have placed different statutory treble damages provisions on different points along the spectrum between purely compensatory and
strictly punitive awards. In particular, the Court has repeatedly acknowledged that RICO’s treble-damages provision is remedial in nature, and it is not clear that the parties intended the term “punitive” to
encompass claims for treble damages under RICO. Since the Court
does not know how the arbitrator will construe the remedial limitations,
the questions whether they render the parties’ agreement unenforceable
and whether it is for courts or arbitrators to decide enforceability in the
first instance are unusually abstract. It would be premature for the
Court to address them; the proper course is to compel arbitration.
Pp. 2–6.
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285 F. 3d 971, reversed and remanded.
SCALIA, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which all other
Members joined, except THOMAS, J., who took no part in the consideration or decision of the case.

