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1. CONTRACTS — CONTRACT OF EMPLOYMENT FOR INDEFINITE TERM 
CONSTITUTES CONTRACT AT WILL — ABSOLUTE RIGHT OF EM-
PLOYER TO TERMINATE. — A contract of employment for an 
indefinite term is a contract at will, with either party having an 
absolute right to terminate the relationship at any time. 

2. CONTRACTS — EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT — NO SUBSTANTIAL EVI-
DENCE INTRODUCED TO REFUTE INDEFINITENESS OF CONTRACT — 
NO QUESTION OF FACT FOR JURY CONCERNING ASSERTED WRONG-
FUL DISCHARGE. — Where a discharged employee introduced no 
substantial evidence that his employment was anything other than 
indefinite as to its duration, the company had the absolute right to 
terminate his employment at any time, and, therefore, there was no 
question of fact for the jury with regard to the asserted cause of 
action for wrongful discharge. 

Appeal from Pulaski Circuit Court, Second Division; Perry 
V. Whitemore, Judge; affirmed. 

Lesly W. Mattingly, for appellant.



BRYANT V. SOUTHERN SCREW MACHINE 

ARK.}
	

PRODUCTS CO.	 603 
Cite as 288 Ark. 602 (1986) 

Allen, Cabe & Lester, A Professional Association, by: H. 
William Allen, for appellee. 

GEORGE ROSE SMITH, Justice. The appellant was employed 
by the appellee as a toolmaker and foreman for a total of about 21 
years. He was discharged in 1984 for having allegedly accepted a 
$100 check in return for having ordered light bulbs for the 
appellee from a particular company, which sent him the check. 
Bryant brought this action against the appellee for damages for 
wrongful discharge and also for the outrageous but unspecified 
manner in which he was discharged. The appellee moved for 
summary judgment on the ground that the plaintiff had been an 
employee at will and could be discharged without cause. See 
Griffin v. Erickson, 277 Ark. 433, 642 S.W.2d 308 (1982). The 
motion was denied. 

Upon trial the appellee again asserted its position in a motion 
for a directed verdict, but the trial court let both causes of action 
go to the jury. The jury found for the plaintiff on the issue of 
wrongful discharge and awarded $65,000 in damages, but found 
for the defendant on the issue of outrageous conduct. The 
defendant reasserted its position in a motion for judgment 
notwithstanding the verdict. The trial court granted that motion 
and entered judgment for the defendant, holding that the court 
had made an error of law in permitting the jury to find that there 
was an enforceable contract of employment between the parties. 
The appeal was taken to this court as presenting a tort question. 

The only argument for reversal is that the trial court should 
not have entered judgment n.o.v. on the basis of the employment-
at-will doctrine. 

[11] The trial court's action was correct. In the Griffin case, 
supra, we adhered to our settled rule that a contract of employ-
ment for an indefinite term is a contract at will, with either party 
having an absolute right to terminate the relationship at any time. 
Here Bryant introduced no substantial evidence that his employ-
ment was anything other than indefinite as to its duration. He 
submitted proof that in 1979, after he had been employed for 
many years, the company distributed an Employee Handbook 
which stated that after a probationary period of 60 days an 
employee would be entitled to all fringe benefits. The handbook 
also stated that certain conduct on the part of employees would
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not be tolerated, including dishonesty, cheating, willful negli-
gence, theft, loafing during working time, and insubordination. 

[2] There was nothing in the handbook assuring any 
employee that he or she would be employed for a particular length 
of time or would be discharged only for cause. Hence this is not 
the type of case we had in mind in Jackson v. Kinark Corp., 282 
Ark. 548, 669 S.W.2d 898 (1984), when we mentioned the 
possibility of modifying the common-law rule. Here the hand-
book did not alter that rule. Bryant offered nothing else to show 
that his employment was other than at will. Under the law the 
company had the absolute right to terminate Bryant's employ-
ment at any time, just as he had the right to quit his job at any 
time. There was therefore no question of fact for the jury with 
regard to the asserted cause of action for wrongful discharge. 

Affirmed. 
PURTLE, J., not participating.


