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But now, apart from the law, the righteousness of God has been disclosed, and is attested to by the law and the prophets, the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all who believe. For there is no distinction, since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God; they are now justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. (Rom 3:21–24)

“Regarding Henry” is a film about a successful New York corporate lawyer who is miraculously transformed after being shot in a robbery.
 Before the tragedy, Henry Turner (Harrison Ford) was a callous, materialistic, insensitive individual who appeared to be in full control of his career and family. After the tragedy, Henry regains the innocence of a child and helps to redeem those he has hurt. In the words of critic Marc Savlov, the movie portrays the transformation of “Henry the Ruthless Lawyer” into “Henry the Reborn.”
 The metaphor of rebirth conjures images in the minds of Christians, who see Nicodemus coming to Jesus in the thickness of night and being told that he must be “reborn” (John 3:1–5). Indeed, like Nicodemus, it is night when Henry undergoes his rebirth experience. Harking on the religious imagery, Roger Ebert proposes that the aim of the movie is to demonstrate “how Henry becomes more lovable and human as a result of his injury—how his soul is healed and his family saved by the experience.”

What does all this have to do with Romans? Plenty. A major segment of the audience of Romans included people like the first Henry: people who were under the illusion that their inherited identity automatically made them righteous (4:1–12); who tended to look down on others because they had something the others did not (3:1–2; 9a); who presumed that their privileged status placed them in a position where they could judge but never be judged (2:17–20). The original recipients of the letter also included some who resembled the second Henry. They were people who realized that all humans have equal access to God’s righteousness (3:28–30); who rejoiced that they now shared in the blessings that originally were reserved for one segment of humanity (4:13–25); and who acknowledged that no human being is so filled with grace as to make it impossible to sin (3:9b). Though separated by almost two millennia, Paul’s letter to the Romans definitely provides an opportunity for meaningful dialogue with the movie.

Entering into dialogue with Romans and “Regarding Henry” also provides an opportunity to see what lessons can be learned by the twenty-first century citizen. As Robert Jewett recognizes, there may be some who find it hard to accept the marriage of the sacred and secular in experiments like this.
 How can a movie with “a fair amount of profanity and a discreet sex scene”
 be used to illuminate theological truth? While I object to hedonistic excesses in movies, many movies can be interpreted as parables that, when viewed through theological lenses, provide a deeper understanding of the timeless truths contained in scripture.
 In this age of Biblical illiteracy, the parabolic, theological interpretation of movies helps to reawaken the timeless relevance of inspired writ.
 “Regarding Henry” is a powerful parable that not only speaks to those of us who claim to be religious but, in a national sense, it is especially relevant to those who are afflicted by the “Captain America Complex”
 and are still bemused over the tragic events of September 11, 2001. In light of recent events, Henry can be seen as a personification of America, Mr. Matthews as a debtor nation, Henry’s associates as America’s western allies, and Rachel as the youth of America. However, since I wish for the reader to analyze the movie as a parable, I will try to avoid commentary and allow you to draw the relevant application.

When analyzed from the vantage point of biblical exegesis, the movie is not as simplistic as Ebert charges.
 What he dismisses as “a soap opera subplot” and Henry’s insignificant confrontation of the “dishonesty in his old law firm” are the very issues that make the movie theologically meaningful. As we investigate “Regarding Henry” through the lense of Paul’s letter to the Romans, we see the emergence of themes that speak to us individually and collectively. The illusive world of the gentry is exposed. The innermost thoughts of the soul are unveiled. The karma of our actions are analyzed. But most importantly, those who are unconscionable perpetrators are provided with the opportunity to discover the joy of indiscriminating grace.

The Illusion of Worth
What then? Are we any better off? No, not at all; for we have already charged that all, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin. (Rom 3:9)


The movie opens with a scene of a New York courthouse on a snowy day in the holiday season. The viewer is gently ushered into the main door and quickly rushed to the courtroom where an important case is being tried. As attorney Henry Turner presents his summation, the camera scopes the courtroom. The drab view through the window contrasts only slightly with the dismal splendor of the courtroom. Engraved on the wall behind the judge’s bench is the American motto, “In God We Trust”—a phrase that is probably meaningful only to Mr. Matthews (the plaintiff) and his wife, as they will soon be thrust into a period where they will be forced to exercise Job-like patience in the face of adversity.

The camera moves to Turner as he skillfully plays on the jurors’ collective sympathy. Who are they going to believe, an alcoholic who recently attempted suicide, or a respectable hospital? He even pretends to understand Mr. Matthews, “You desperately want to blame someone else. We understand that; it’s natural.” However, this is one time when Matthews will have to pay for his own sins. He cannot use the East Shore Hospital as a scapegoat here. He is a proven sinner—an alcoholic, a self- murderer—and now he has demonstrated his ability to lie. Decent people cannot condone these despicable acts, no matter how pitiful the plaintiff looks. He has suffered irreparable medical damage because he did not tell the care-givers that he was a diabetic, and now he must live with the results of his inexcusable negligence.

After such a compelling speech, the verdict is so predictable that the screen writer does not even think it is necessary for the plaintiff’s lawyer to speak. When it is all over, Henry takes a quick glance at the table where the defeated Matthews and his family sit in bemusement. They make hasty, uncomfortable eye contact, and he rushes out of the courtroom as if he wishes to avoid confronting them “off stage.”

At the celebration party, Henry proposes a toast, “To Mr. Matthews.” Look who raises their glasses—a room full of lawyers in designer clothing, drinking champagne bought with money that had been extorted from the potential coffers of the penniless Matthews. There is no remorse in this room; no sense of guilt; no reasoning that, even if Matthews had not disclosed his medical condition, those in a position of privilege may still have a moral responsibility. As far as they were concerned, they had used the law to achieve their purpose. The means justified the end. Even if they had suppressed some relevant facts—as we discover later—they were legally righteous.

The illusion of worth is a theme that runs throughout the movie. Simply by virtue of their positions in society, Henry and his companions believed they were worth more than ordinary folk. They only valued people who operated in their sphere of influence. Henry apparently had both inherited and earned his worth. During the celebration party, senior partner Charlie Cameron congratulates him with the accolade, “Like father, like son.” Henry obviously had followed in the footsteps of his father. He had a name to protect. Later, during the recovery period when his daughter Rachel reveals to Henry who he used to be, we learn something about his upbringing: “Your father used to make you mow the lawn and take out the garbage and walk the dog and wash the car, and then you learned to appreciate the work ethic.”
 Henry is confused by the term “work ethic.” “What’s that?” he asks. “I don’t know,” Rachel replies. But in his former life, Henry knew very well what the work ethic was. He had learned his part on the stage of life and played it well. After returning home from the rehabilitation facility, Henry asks the maid, “Rosella, what do I do when I’m home?” Rosella replies, “You’re working all the time.”

Henry’s sense of worth is juxtaposed to the supposed worthlessness of others. While he awaits the jury verdict, Henry chides the interior decorator for ordering the wrong table for his home and orders her to make it right by the end of the week. Jessica, his secretary, scurries behind him like a disenfranchised slave who jumps at his every command. Even his daughter stares blankly into his face as he lectures her about her thoughtlessness. Then there’s poor Eddie, the doorman. After returning home from a dinner party, the faceless chauffeur drops the Turners in front of their exclusive apartment complex. Rushing to open the door first, Eddie greets Mrs. Turner, who responds, “Hi, Eddie.” Then Eddie says good evening to Henry. Henry keeps walking as if Eddie’s words had been quieted by the stillness of the night. For Henry, Eddie does not even exist. Even his last encounter before the tragic shooting exposes his elitist attitude. Henry walks into the store where he is to be shot and demands a pack of cigarettes. No greeting to the storekeeper. No vain niceties. No attempt to establish a relationship. As far as he was concerned, the storekeeper existed in this life for one purpose only: to provide him with cigarettes.

Sarah Turner is also driven by the illusion of worth. She was a legal secretary when she first met Henry and was impressed by the confidence this young attorney displayed. On the very day she met him, she went home and told her roommate that she had met the man she was going to marry. The ambitious Sarah married the man of her plans, and tried hard to keep up appearances with and for him. In providing a rationale for Rachel’s attendance to the exclusive Huntingdon school, Sarah says, “That school only takes thirty kids a year, and Rachel’s one of them. . . . It’s a great opportunity for her and for us.”

After Henry is shot, Sarah sees it as her duty to continue keeping up appearances. She even attempts to shelter their daughter, Rachel, from the truth. Rachel is not given the opportunity to see her father until months after his accident, when he has been partially rehabilitated. When he is still comatose and Rachel inquires about his well-being, Sarah answers, “He wants to get better before you see him.” Sarah is very careful to maintain the illusion of success and security, even when their financial irresponsibility begins to catch up with them. During a house-shopping trip, her friend, Phyllis, convinces her to tell the truth about their financial status. When Sarah discloses the true picture of their near-bankrupt state, Phyllis responds, “Can I give you a little advice? Do not tell anyone what you just told me.” Phyllis knows that this information could be damaging for Sarah, who would be seen as one of “them” by her socialite companions. Sarah is so careful to protect their true financial status that even when Charlie, a long time family friend, offers to help, she retorts, “We’re in wonderful shape; no problems, really.” She is too embarrassed to expose the true situation, especially after Charlie says, “I knew I could count on Henry.”

Rachel Turner still has most of her innocence and initially appears in the movie as an emotionless tabula rasa. She reacts neither positively or negatively when her father chastises her for soiling “his” piano. There is no negotiation or temper tantrum when she is grounded. When she receives an apology in the form of a philosophical explanation for her father’s unilateral verdict, her non-response leads her father to conclude in Latin, “quitacet consentere vidator—he who is silent is understood to consent.” But Rachel is still trying to figure things out. When her mother gives the impression that her father does not want to see Rachel in his debilitated state, she requests, “Can we get a puppy?” as if asking for one object to replace another object. But, even in her innocence, Rachel notices something about self-worth. When Henry is still comatose, Sarah gives him an update on Rachel’s preparation to go to her new school. She tells him, “Rachel got her school uniform. It’s the most adorable thing. She put it on and she said, ‘Mom, I don’t feel smart.’” Rachel understood something that Henry will not discover until the end of the movie, when he tells Sarah that he does not like his clothes: uniforms are superficial. True worth is not determined by external manifestations of affluence. Rachel even tries to escape her prescribed destiny when she pleads with her father not to send her to the exclusive Huntington School. “I can go to school around here,” she says.

The reborn Henry is very willing to grant Rachel’s wishes. He cannot understand why he and his daughter should be separated. But it is not up to him. Its Sarah’s decision, and she has not yet had her rebirth experience. So, Rachel is shipped off to Huntington where she is to be molded in a superficial image. She has gone to be plated in illusory gold. The final scene of the movie provides a peek into the process that produces these pretenders. The young girls are sitting in the assembly hall at Huntington as an administrator addresses them and reminds them why they have come. Assuming the role of self-help guru she preaches, “And you are all learning what that means when you ask yourself, why do I push myself? Why do I strive to be a harder worker? A better listener? Look around you. There are the answers to those questions. Competition. Everyone close your eyes. Repeat to yourself silently. ‘I will work harder. I will listen better.’” Rachel is about to learn all about the “work ethic.” Poor Rachel.

The Tragedy of Hypocrisy
Therefore you have no excuse, whoever you are, when you judge others; for in passing judgement on another you condemn yourself, because you, the judge, are doing the very same things. (Rom 2:1)

Those who have been beguiled by a false sense of value often are blinded to their own weaknesses. Although the audience is not enlightened until the end of the movie, the opening scene depicts evil in its worst form. Henry would make a great case study for a chapter in M. Scott Peck’s, People of the Lie.
 Here in the courthouse, where justice is supposed to reign unshackled, this supposedly respectable attorney intentionally suppresses a vital piece of evidence that would have vindicated Mr. Matthews. Instead, Henry’s only concern is to bring victory to his powerful client. His face betrays an element of guilt when his eyes meet Mrs. Matthews’ after the verdict is given. He knows he has done wrong. He knows he has violated the law. Yet, as we visit the celebration party once more and hear him propose a toast, “To Mr. Matthews,” he feels he has performed his job competently. Although he suppressed vital evidence, he has been justified by his works. His conscience is quickly quieted.

In the first encounter Henry has with his daughter, Rachel, he trades the role of defense attorney for that of prosecutor and judge. As he stands at her bedroom door while she sits on her bed, he lets her know that he would accept no explanation for her transgression. She must learn to respect other people’s “things.” The crime? She spilled juice on his piano. Imagine, this same man who deliberately broke the law earlier that day becomes judge and executioner for his very own daughter.
 If only he could have heard what Paul had to say:

But if you call yourself a Jew and rely on the law and boast of your relation to God and know his will and determine what is best because you are instructed in the law, and if you are sure that you are a guide to the blind, a light to those who are in darkness, a corrector of the foolish, a teacher of children, having in the law the embodiment of knowledge and truth, you, then, that teach others, will you not teach yourself? You that boast in the law, do you dishonor God by breaking the law? (Rom 2:17–21a, 23)

Henry is not the only one in the movie whose hypocrisy is exposed. Sarah also has been trapped in the treacherous snare. Her hypocritical behavior appears to be a direct consequence of her yearning for status. During a conversation with Henry on the night he was shot, she informs him with a satisfied grin, “Frances says Carol’s daughter was not accepted at Huntington. They were dying Rachel got in.” Henry spices the poisonous moment with his interjection, “Carol’s daughter is a virtual idiot.” Sarah is very amused at his comment and laughs heartily. There appears to be nowhere in her soul for sympathy. The real tragedy is the fact that Carol is probably in their circle of worthies.

But in a superficial world, you had better believe that those who talk about others also are being talked about. Sarah has to face this when she has a conversation with Rachel while Henry is recovering. Rachel asks in her dispassionate monotone, “Are we going to be poor now?” Then she proceeds to inform her mother of what Jennifer Lerner’s mother is saying about her extravagant spending habits. Sarah is infuriated. “You can tell Jennifer Lerner that her mother doesn’t know what she’s talking about, and if she has anything to tell me she can pick up the phone and say it herself. Who the hell does she think she is?” This would have been a good time for Sarah to look in the mirror—“You then that teach others, will you not teach yourself?” (Rom 2:21a)

Another exposed hypocrite in the movie is Bruce. Bruce is Henry’s partner in law, and partner in crime. They seem to have had an almost brotherly relationship before the shooting. When Henry is shot, it is Bruce and Charlie, among the male partners, who rush to the hospital to show concern and to comfort Sarah. Bruce is also the only colleague who is seen visiting Henry’s domicile and giving him gifts when he returns home after treatment.
 While eating lunch with Bruce and Linda, Henry discloses that he has been reviewing the Matthews v. East Shore files and has discovered that Mr. Matthews told the truth—he did inform the nurse about his diabetes. Bruce tries to brush it off and the reborn Henry proclaims, “What we did was wrong.” In the spirit of the old Henry, Bruce responds, “What we did is paying for our lunch.” Mind you, this is the same Bruce who, just a few days before, when visiting Henry’s home, remarked of the person who shot him, “If they found the son of a b----, I would have brought the death penalty back to New York singlehandedly.” For Bruce, justice really meant “just us.” Only the privileged deserved to have the law work in their favor.

Phyllis is also exposed. Like Bruce, Phyllis appears to be a close family friend. She is one of the two women supporters at the hospital on the night of the shooting. She is also the one who acts as Sarah’s confidante when Sarah tries to hold together the fragile family finances. Surely Phyllis is a genuine friend. Even when she sees Sarah and Henry in a down-scale section of town showing overly public displays of affection like love-sick teenagers, she overlooks the inappropriateness of their behavior and invites them to her house opening. Surely Phyllis is a friend. But, in the tragic world of hypocrisy, what goes around often comes around. While Henry and Sarah work the room at Phyllis’ party, Phyllis and three other socialites make light of their “friends’” tragic plight. Fueled by the belittling statements, Phyllis’ partner remarks, “One minute you’re an attorney, and the next you’re an imbecile.” As gut-wrenching laughter is evoked among them, the camera slowly turns and exposes two unsuspecting spectators to the ad-hoc show. Henry is in a state of shock as Sarah calmly announces their departure and they go home to brood. If only they could have recalled the earlier scene in the movie when Sarah laughed with equal heartiness at her husband’s statement, “Carol’s daughter is a virtual idiot.” Paul could very well have appended to his list of exempla in Rom 2:21–22: “You who abhor being belittled, do you belittle?”

The Inevitability of Judgement
Do you imagine, whoever you are, that when you judge those who do such things and yet you do them yourself, you will escape the judgment of God? (Rom 2:3)

“Regarding Henry” reminds us that judgement follows works. Before we really know what is going on in the movie, those of us who are appalled by the rampant recklessness of renegade litigators may have seen Matthews as another ambulance chaser. It may be true that he was injured during the operation but, if he had not been an irresponsible drunk, the staff at the hospital would have known that he was a diabetic. Why should he be rewarded at the expense of decent citizens whose insurance premiums would help to fund his medical lottery award? Why should his act of greed have a negative financial impact on the very doctors who tried to save his life?
 While the sensitive viewer may have wished for the afflicted Matthews to receive grace in that courtroom, based on the skewed evidence that was heard in Henry’s summation, it did appear as if justice was accomplished. The absence of Matthews or even any reference to him for the next hour in the movie gives the impression that his is a closed case.

Unlike that of Matthews, Henry’s judgement will take place outside of the courtroom. The audience is first provided with the opportunity of casting judgement on Henry. Within the first few minutes of the movie, the viewer is forced to form an impression about Henry. This smooth-talking lawyer, who at first appeared to be concerned with the affairs of both the defendant and the plaintiff, is quickly exposed as a callous megalomaniac who has lost touch with his feelings. He is riding on a very high horse and you can almost anticipate his fall. Nobody would have expected Henry’s day of judgement to come as quickly and unexpectedly as it did. As he makes a late night call for some cigarettes at the local mini-market, he interrupts a robbery in progress and is the recipient of two bullets. One pierces his chest close to his heart, and the other penetrates the frontal lobe of his brain. This heartless, quick-witted lawyer who has, in essence, robbed Matthews of his compensation is now the victim of negative judgement. Henry did not live by the rules, and now he receives a lawless judgement. “All who have sinned apart from the law will also perish apart from the law . . .” (Rom 2:12a).

Judgement day also comes for Sarah and Bruce. Remember Bruce, the family friend who seems so awkwardly devoted to Henry after the accident? From the time he visits Henry at home and holds a semi-cordial conversation with him, you are forced to wonder what his story is.
 It soon becomes evident that Bruce is living under the heavy yoke of guilt. Although Henry has no idea that Bruce has wronged him, Bruce believes that, by giving gifts, he may somehow win Henry’s favor. Bruce is trying to atone for his sins by good works. Did he not know that “‘no human being will be justified in his sight’ by deeds prescribed in the law” (Rom 3:20)? Ironically, it was his dubious deeds that exposed him. Henry was the only one home when Bruce’s housewarming gift was delivered. As he opened the handwritten note that Bruce had thoughtfully included, he noticed that the stationary was the same as some he had seen neatly hidden in a box in one of Sarah’s drawers. Henry rushes to the drawer and retrieves the letters. He opens one and reads aloud, “Sarah, I need you now. Feel you against me. Call me tonight. Bruce.” When Sarah arrives home, she finds Henry sitting silently and then notices the letters in his hands. He refuses to listen to her explanation and storms out of the house amidst her pleas for forgiveness. His encounter with Bruce takes place behind closed doors. When Henry emerges, Bruce follows behind him expressing his deepest apologies. Bruce wants to experience grace. Sarah wants to experience grace. But Henry is not prepared to give it. “All who have sinned under the law will be judged by the law” (Rom 2:12b).

The Discovery of Grace

Since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God; they are now justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. (Rom 3:23–24)

Although naive, “Henry the Newborn” is not totally innocent. He had undergone a born-again experience, but the previous actions of “Henry, the Ruthless Lawyer” could not be erased easily. Even in his state of righteousness, Henry has to learn that “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” (Rom 3:23). Notice that “fall” is rendered in the present continuous. Paul does not say that all “have fallen” from God’s glory. Even those who have sinned only once in life have missed the glorious mark. Only God’s grace compensate for the shortfall (Rom 3:24).

The one who taught Henry about grace was one of “them”—Bradley, a sex-crazed Black man who served as Henry’s physical therapist at the rehabilitation center. In his former life, Henry would probably have been disgusted at his crude demeanor and objectification of females. But Bradley had more than a job, he had a ministry.
 Going above and beyond the call of duty, Bradley secretly mixes cayenne pepper and tabasco sauce into Henry’s eggs and forces him to talk again.
 He cajoles him to walk and rejoices with his success. So attached do they become that Henry does not want to leave the rehabilitation center without him. When Henry falls into a state of depression after discovering the hypocrisy of his “friends,” Sarah calls for Bradley. Bradley had been successful in the initial remaking of Henry, and Henry trusts him.

Henry confides, “I thought I could go back to my life, but I don’t like the way I was. Bradley, I don’t fit in.” Henry had experienced conversion. Henry’s “old self was crucified . . . that the body of sin might be destroyed” (Rom 6:6). Bradley smiles as he testifies to Henry that he, too, had to undergo conversion. He was on top of his game in college football when a knee injury made it impossible for him to play again. When he reflects on his experience, he concludes, “It was a test. I had to find a life. . . . The therapist who helped me walk again—he was so cool, I said, that’s what I want to do. . . . I don’t mind having bad knees.” Bradley was a wounded healer.
 Someone had helped Bradley to find life and, in return, he devoted his life to helping others find life.
 His final advice to Henry: “Don’t listen to nobody trying to tell you who you are. It might take a while but you’ll figure yourself out.”

It did not take too long for Henry to figure himself out. In fact, he had been figuring himself out ever since Bradley forced him to say his first word: “Ritz.” Bradley assumes Henry likes Ritz crackers and, for the rest of the movie, the Ritz emblem intermittently looms in the background. On the last day of his stay in the rehabilitation center, Henry finishes an oil painting of a “Ritz Crackers” box. This painting is the last item that is packed in the back of the taxi that takes him home with his family. When Bruce visits Henry to welcome him back, the painting is accusingly positioned on the floor behind the chair where Bruce sits. During his first post-injury staff meeting at the office, while his law-partner Linda briefs her colleagues, the camera turns to Henry and Charlie who sit together on a sofa. On the wall behind the sofa hangs the Ritz portrait. The painting eventually finds its way to Henry’s office, where it remains un-hung behind his chair.

On the day Henry learns about Sarah’s infidelity, the Ritz secret is revealed. After he withholds grace from Sarah and Bruce, Henry walks frantically down the street with his portfolio. His journey takes him past the Ritz Carlton hotel. Slowing down, he looks at the sign: Ritz Carlton. “Ritz;” this is where he is supposed to be. This is where he will figure himself out. This had to be a place of significance. Henry checks into a room where he can savor a period of solitude while he tries to make sense of his life. While he sits on the bed, there is a knock on the door. Careful observers already know who it will be: it is Linda. She revealed a lot in the way she looked at Henry on his first day back at the office. She appeared to be more than a friend. The bewildered Henry is surprised to see her. How dare she invade his privacy! This is wrong. Then comes the moment of truth. Linda laments, “You are not the only one who lost in this. I lost, too. I lost the one man I ever loved. . . . It’s hard to see you every day in the office and you don’t know me. This is our hotel. Every Tuesday and Thursday at the Ritz. . . . You were going to leave Sarah for me, and now it’s gone, it’s all gone.” With this revelation, Henry looks as if he has just been shot again. As Linda sits temptingly on the bed, he rushes out of the room as if preemptively extinguishing any potential flame. “You that forbid adultery, do you commit adultery?” (Rom 2:22a)

Having been confronted with his sin, Henry runs to the bay by the river. As he paces the pavement, the flowing water evokes the notion of a cleansing. Symbolically, Henry is being reminded of his bullet “baptism.” Henry has been given a second chance. Paul explains the mystery of baptism in Romans 6:4: “Therefore we have been buried with him by baptism into death, so that, just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, so we too might walk in the newness of life.” Henry decides that he cannot return to his old life, and he is determined to sever all ties. His first stop is the Matthews’ apartment. Mrs. Matthews opens the door and, upon recognizing Henry, asks “What are you doing here?” With the sincerity of an infant, Henry replies, “I came to apologize.” He hands her a file with exonerating information and admits, “Your husband did tell the nurse that he was a diabetic. It’s all in there. I’m sorry.” Almost dumfounded by the gesture, Mrs. Matthews asks, “Why?” With a sheepish grin, Henry declares, “I changed.” “I guess!” she affirms, as her countenance is illuminated with rays of hope.

Not satisfied with his first act of grace, Henry returns to the office to tie up loose ends. He walks past Charlie’s secretary and interrupts a high-powered meeting that Charlie is conducting with important clients. After Henry gives voice to his resignation, Charlie feigns a desire to have Henry stay on at the firm. Henry will not relent and, as he prepares to leave, Charlie’s secretary answers the phone and informs Charlie that the attorney for the Matthews is on the phone. A sly, satisfied grin creeps over Henry’s face as he exits. On his way out, he stops by Jessica’s desk and informs her of his decision. “Mr. Turner, what happened?” she asks. Harping on an earlier scene in the movie, when she almost poured too much milk in his coffee, Henry replies, “I had enough, so I said, ‘When.’”
 “Good for you,” she affirms, as a contagious smile plasters her face. Henry has one more stop to make. He opens the door to a colleague’s office and says, “Bye, Linda.” There was a lot in that “Bye.” It was the kind of “bye” that Donnie McKlurkin sings about in his “Carribean Medley.”


Goodbye world, I’ll stay no longer with you,


Goodbye pleasure of sin, I’ll stay no longer with you,


I’ve made up my mind to go God’s way the rest of my life.


I’ve made up my mind to go God’s way the rest of my life.

Feeling the intensity of the farewell, Linda looks hurt and lost. But this was goodbye. No Ritz painting dominates this scene.

In the following scene, Henry knocks on a familiar door. When Sarah answers, he reminisces, “I know this great blowfish place. . . .” “I’m sorry,” she blurts out. “No, I’m sorry,” Henry equalizes. “You were right; things were different.” As they embrace he reveals, “I have something I need to tell you.” Is this his confession? Not quite, but close enough. “I don’t like my clothes. Maybe they used to be my favorite, but I don’t feel comfortable in them anymore.” Here Henry resonates with Rachel’s earlier discovery: clothes do not make a person.
 In fact, uniforms only give an illusion of worth. Henry realizes that he is more than his clothes. He is more than his career. His legalistic life is a thing of the past. “I hate being a lawyer,” he declares. “I quit and I told Charlie goodbye. I want us to be a family for as long as we can, Sarah, for as long as we can.”

At this point, the family needs Rachel to be complete. The next scene takes us to Huntington where Rachel and her peers are being indoctrinated in the ways of capitalist individualism. The brainwashing assembly is interrupted by Rachel’s parents and puppy, as if they are rescuing her from a predestined fate. As Buddy, the puppy, finds his mistress, Rachel abandons protocol and shrieks in delight. Henry approaches the podium and informs the administrator, “I missed her first eleven years, and I don’t want to miss any more.” The family meshes together as they exit the building. They walk away from the white-steepled chapel and all that it signifies. Why perpetuate the emptiness of a legalistic lifestyle? Why sentence Rachel to a graceless existence? Henry has discovered grace. Sarah has discovered grace.
 And together, they will help Rachel to discover grace.
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