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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania affirmed dismissal of an at-will employee's wrongful-discharge

complaint. The court declined to recognize a nonstatutory cause of action on the pleaded facts, holding

that an employee has no action where the complaint discloses a plausible and legitimate reason for

termination and no clear public policy mandate is violated. The dissent argued that the discharge for

reporting a potentially dangerous product supported a public-policy-based wrongful-discharge claim.
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affirmed

Appeal from an order sustaining preliminary objections in the nature
of a demurrer and dismissing with prejudice an amended complaint in
trespass alleging wrongful discharge from at-will employment. The
Superior Court affirmed per curiam, and the Supreme Court of

Pennsylvania granted allocatur.

On preliminary objections in the nature of a demurrer, properly
pleaded facts and reasonable inferences are accepted as true, but
conclusions of law are not. The question is whether the complaint

states a claim upon which relief can be granted.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pennsylvania should recognize a nonstatutory tort cause of action for wrongful discharge of an

at-will employee based on the employer's alleged malicious, abusive, or retaliatory motive.

2. Whether Geary's amended complaint stated a claim based on public policy because he was allegedly

discharged after raising safety concerns about a company product.

3. Whether the amended complaint sufficiently alleged specific intent to harm or accomplish an ulterior,

proscribed purpose.

HOLDINGS

1. Where the complaint itself discloses a plausible and legitimate reason for terminating an at-will
employment relationship and no clear mandate of public policy is violated, an at-will employee has no
cause of action against the employer for wrongful discharge.

2. The complaint failed to state a claim because its allegations did not establish that United States Steel
specifically intended to harm Geary, coerce him to violate the law, or accomplish another proscribed

purpose.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold only that where the complaint itself discloses a plausible and legitimate reason for terminating an
at-will employment relationship and no clear mandate of public policy is violated thereby, an employee at will
has no right of action against his employer for wrongful discharge.” (456 Pa. at 184-85)

“The most natural inference from the chain of events recited in the complaint is that Geary had made a
nuisance of himself, and the company discharged him to preserve administrative order in its own house.”
(456 Pa. at 180)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

George B. Geary worked for United States Steel Corporation from 1953 until July 13, 1967, as a salesperson of
tubular products for the oil and gas industry. His employment was at will. He alleged that he repeatedly objected
to the sale of a high-pressure tubular casing because he believed it was inadequately tested and dangerous; after
the product was reevaluated and withdrawn, he was summarily discharged. He sought compensatory and

punitive damages for reputational injury, mental anguish, and financial harm.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Allegheny County Court of Common Pleas dismissed Geary's amended complaint with prejudice after
sustaining United States Steel's preliminary objections in the nature of a demurrer. The Superior Court affirmed
without opinion. The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania granted allocatur and affirmed.
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