
 
 
 

Title: Romans and the Future Gospel 
Text: Romans 6:1-4 
Date: January 29, 2023 
 
Main Idea: We are buried with Christ, and raised to walk in 
newness of life. 
 

Personal Study Guide 

READ ROMANS 6:1-4 

 
 



Recap and Review 

It’s been a while since we’ve been in Romans! Spend some time reading 
Romans 1-5 this week. What do you remember? What was new to you?  
 
 
Fill out the table below to help you tie each chapter together: 
 
Chapter Main Idea/Truth 
Romans 1 
 

 

Romans 2 
 

 

Romans 3 
 

 

Romans 4 
 

 

Romans 5 
 

 

 
Look at verse 1 of Romans 6. Why is Paul asking this question? What is he 
trying to connect between Romans 6 and the chapters that came before it? 
 
 

Highlight – What stands out? 

 
1. What stood out to you in the passage? 

 
 
 
 
 

2. What literary device is Paul using to make his point in these verses? 
Why do you think he uses this approach?   
 
 
 
 
     



3. What words or ideas are repeated in the passage? 
 
 
 
 
 

4. What does this passage teach us about sin? What does this passage 
teach us about grace? 

 
 
 

Explain – What does this mean? 

 
1. Notice how in verse 1 Paul does not ask “Can we continue in sin that 

grace may about” but rather “Are we to continue in sin that grace may 
abound?” Explain the difference between these two statements. What 
do you think Paul is saying in verse 1? 
 
 
 
 

2. In verse 2, Paul asks “How can we who died to sin still live in it?” What 
does Paul mean when he says that we have died to sin? 

 
 
 
 

3. In verses 3 and 4, Paul connects themes of life and death with baptism 
and Christ. How do these themes relate to one another? See Romans 
5:17. 

 
 
 
 

4. Water is a fundamental aspect to baptism. Read Exodus 14:21-29. How 
might the Red Sea crossing help us understand the significance of 
water baptism?  
 

 
 



Apply – How does this change me? 

 

1. Our passage teaches that because Christ died for sin we could die to sin 
(verse 1). If we have died to sin, what are some reasons why we return to 
sin? Think back to what happened after the Israelites crossed the Red 
Sea. Why were they tempted to return to slavery (cf., Exodus 16:1-3; 
Numbers 14:1-4)? Do you notice any parallels in your own life?  

 
 
 
 

2. Baptism is a picture of dying with Christ and then rising to “walk in 
newness of life” as Paul states at the end of verse 4. Where do you see 
newness of life in your life (or in others)?  
 
 
 
 

3. Read John 10:7-18. What confidence can we have when we walk in 
newness of life?  
 
 
 
 

4. Read John 15:1-11. What is the warning to those who “continue in sin” as 
Paul states in verse 1? 

 
 
 

Respond – What’s my next step? 

 
1. Paul’s rhetorical questions demonstrate that those who die to sin can 

nevertheless be lured back to sin. Identify an area in your life where you 
need to deal with sin. 

 
 
 
 



2. As Paul states in Romans 5:20, “where sin increased, grace abounded all 
the more…” The glorious hope of the gospel is that those who have died 
with Christ will have ultimate victory over sin. Reflect on where Christ 
has freed you from sin (and thank him!). 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Pray and ask God to grant you the faith to stay dead to sin and to walk 
in the newness of life that you were baptized into in Christ Jesus. 
 
 

 

Commentary: Taken from John Stott’s Commentary 
on Romans 

Note to Group Leaders: You also have your F.F. Bruce Commentary on 
Romans you were given on Team Night. You can use that one, in addition 
to this one, to help you grasp the text. Reach out to Courtney Reissig if you 
need one or haven’t received yours. 

 
 

3. United to Christ and enslaved to God (6:1–23) 

The apostle has been painting an idyllic picture of the people of God. Having 
been justified by faith, they are standing in grace and rejoicing in glory. Having 
formerly belonged to Adam, the author of sin and death, they now belong to 
Christ, the author of salvation and life. Although at one point in the history of 
Israel the law was added to increase sin (5:20a), yet ‘grace increased all the 
more’ (5:20b), so that ‘grace might reign’ (5:21). It is a splendid vision of the 
triumph of grace. Against the grim background of human guilt, Paul depicts 
grace increasing and grace reigning. 

But is his picture not unbalanced? In his concentration on the secure status 
of the people of God, he has said little or nothing about Christian life or growth 
or discipleship. He seems to have jumped straight from justification to 
glorification, without any intervening stage of sanctification. By this omission 
(so far) he has exposed himself to misrepresentation by his critics. Already they 
have ‘slanderously’ misquoted him as saying, ‘Let us do evil that good may 
result’ (3:8). At that point he dismissed their charge, but he did not answer it. 



Now, however, as they rally to the attack, he refutes their slander. This is the 
topic of Romans 6. 

What was their criticism? It was not just that Paul’s gospel of justification by 
grace through faith without works seemed to make the doing of good works 
otiose. Worse than that, it seemed to stimulate people to sin more than ever. 
For if, in his understanding of Israel’s story, the law led to an increase of sin, and 
sin led to an increase of grace (5:20f.), then logically, in our story too, we should 
increase our sinning in order to give God the chance to increase his gracious 
forgiving. They put it in the form of a question: Shall we go on sinning, so that 
grace may increase? (1). They were implying that Paul’s gospel of free grace 
actually encouraged lawlessness and put a premium on sin, because it 
promised sinners the best of both worlds: they could indulge themselves freely 
in this world, without any fear of forfeiting the next. 

The technical term for people who argue like this is ‘antinomians’, since they 
set themselves against the moral law (nomos) and imagine that they can 
dispense with it. Antinomianism has had a long history in the church. We meet 
it already in the New Testament, in the false teachers Jude described as 
‘godless men, who change the grace of our God into a licence for immorality 
and deny Jesus Christ our only Sovereign and Lord’. While recognizing 
antinomianism in others, however, we must not be allowed to conceal its ugly 
presence in ourselves. Have we never caught ourselves making light of our 
failures on the ground that God will excuse and forgive them? 

Incidentally, it is highly significant both that Paul’s critics lodged the charge 
of antinomianism against him, and that he took time, trouble and space to 
answer them, without withdrawing or even modifying his message. For this 
shows conclusively that he did preach the gospel of grace without works. 
Otherwise, if he did not teach this, the objection would never have been raised. 
It is the same today. If we are proclaiming Paul’s gospel, with its emphasis on 
the freeness of grace and the impossibility of self-salvation, we are sure to 
provoke the charge of antinomianism. If we do not arouse this criticism, the 
likelihood is that we are not preaching Paul’s gospel. 

Paul’s answer to his critics is that God’s grace not only forgives sins, but also 
delivers us from sinning. For grace does more than justify: it also sanctifies. It 
unites us to Christ (1–14), and it initiates us into a new slavery to righteousness 
(15–23). These two halves of Romans 6 are closely parallel to one another in at 
least five respects. 

First, both are prompted by the same exaltation of God’s grace, verses 1–14 
by the statement that ‘grace increased … so that … grace might reign’ (5:20f.), 
and verses 15–23 by the statement that ‘we are not under law but under grace’ 
(15). 

Secondly, both ask the same probing question about sin in relation to grace. 
Verse 1: ‘What shall we say, then? Shall we go on sinning, so that grace may 
increase?’ And verse 15: ‘What then? Shall we sin because we are not law but 



under grace?’ In other words, does grace undermine ethical responsibility and 
promote reckless sinning? 

Thirdly, both react to the question with the same indignant, outraged, even 
horrified, expostulation: ‘God forbid!’ (2, 15, AV). ‘By no means!’ (RSV, NIV). ‘No, no!’ 
(NEB). ‘Certainly not!’ (REB). ‘What a ghastly thought!’ (JBP). 

Fourthly, both diagnose the same reason for the antinomian question. They 
trace it to ignorance, especially with regard to Christian beginnings. Verse 3: 
‘Don’t you know that all of us who were baptised into Christ Jesus were 
baptised into his death?’ Verse 16: ‘Don’t you know that when you offer 
yourselves to someone to obey him as slaves, you are slaves to the one whom 
you obey …?’ If they had understood the meaning of their baptism and their 
conversion, they would never have asked their question. 

Fifthly, both teach the same radical discontinuity between our old, pre-
conversion, pre-baptism life and our new, post-conversion, post-baptism life, 
and therefore the total incongruity of sin in converted and baptized believers. 
Both express this by a counter-question. Verse 2: ‘We died to sin; how can we 
live in it any longer?’ Verse 16 (paraphrased): ‘We offered ourselves as slaves to 
obedience; how can we repudiate our commitment?’ 

Having noted these five similarities between the two halves of Romans 6 (1–
14 and 15–23), we are ready to examine in greater detail the text of each. 

a. United to Christ, or the logic of our baptism (1–14) 

Paul begins with a vehement rejection of the notion that God’s grace gives us 
a licence to sin. What shall we say, then? Shall we go on sinning, so that grace 
may increase? (1). By no means! (2a). But on what grounds can he be so 
categorical? At first sight, logic seems to be on the side of the antinomians, 
since the more we sin, the more opportunity God will have to display his grace. 
What counter-logic does the apostle propose? Because the first half of Romans 
6 is such a tightly packed argument, it may be helpful to outline it in eight steps 
or stages. 

1. We died to sin. This is the foundation fact of Paul’s thesis. How can we live 
in what we have died to (2)? 

2. The way in which we have died to sin is that our baptism united us with 
Christ in his death (3). 

3. Having shared in Christ’s death, God wants us also to share in his 
resurrection life (4–5). 

4. Our former self was crucified with Christ in order that we might be freed 
from sin’s slavery (6–7). 

5. Both the death and the resurrection of Jesus were decisive events: he died 
to sin once for all, but he lives continuously unto God (8–10). 

6. We must realize that we are now what Christ is, namely ‘dead to sin but 
alive to God’ (11). 



7. Being alive from death, we must offer our bodies to God as instruments 
of righteousness (12–13). 

8. Sin shall not be our master, because our position has radically changed 
from being ‘under law’ to being ‘under grace’. Grace does not encourage sin; it 
outlaws it (14). 

We need now to consider these eight steps in greater detail. 

(i) We died to sin (2) 

Paul lays down this fundamental truth as being in itself a sufficient answer to 
the antinomians. They say that believers may persist in sin; he says that they 
have died to it. So how can we live in it any longer? (2). The Greek verb is in the 
simple future tense (zēsomen). So the sentence could be translated: ‘We died 
to sin [in the past]; how then shall we live in it [in the future]?’ It is not the literal 
impossibility of sin in believers which Paul is declaring, but the moral 
incongruity of it. J. B. Phillips catches the point in his rendering: ‘We, who have 
died to sin—how could we live in sin any longer?’ 

Paul is drawing attention to the essential anomaly of living in sin when we 
have died to sin. What, then, does he mean by our having died to sin? Let us 
consider first a popular misunderstanding. 

Soon after my own conversion, I was taught the following kind of 
reconstruction. When we die, our five senses will cease to operate. We will no 
longer be able to touch, taste, see, smell or hear. We will lose all ability to feel 
or to respond to external stimuli. Just so, it is argued, to die to sin means to 
become insensitive to it. For example, if we see a dog or cat lying in the gutter, 
we cannot tell from a distance whether it is alive or dead. But touch it with our 
foot, and we will know at once. If it is alive, there will be an immediate reaction: 
it will jump up and run away. If it is dead, however, there will be no response at 
all. Just so, according to this popular view, having died to sin, we are as 
unresponsive to temptation as a corpse is to a physical stimulus. And the 
reason for this, we are assured from verse 6, is that our old nature was in some 
way crucified with Christ. For he bore not only our guilt but our ‘flesh’, our fallen 
nature. It was nailed to the cross and killed, and our task (however much 
evidence we may have to the contrary) is to reckon it dead (11). 

Several commentators appear to hold this view. C. J. Vaughan, for example, 
wrote: ‘A dead man cannot sin. And you are dead … Be in relation to all sin as 
impassive, as insensible, as immovable, as is he who has already died.’ Similarly, 
H. P. Liddon wrote: ‘This apothanein (to have died) has presumably made the 
Christian as insensible to sin as a dead man is to the objects of the world of 
sense.’ Even Sanday and Headlam in their usually fine paraphrase write: ‘In like 
manner do you Christians regard yourselves as dead, inert and motionless as a 
corpse, in all that relates to sin.’106 And J. B. Phillips writes that ‘a dead man can 
safely be said to be immune to the power of sin’ (7), and that we are to look 
upon ourselves as ‘dead to the appeal and power of sin’ (11). 



There are, however, at least three fatal objections to this popular view. First, 
it is incompatible with the meaning of the death of Christ. The expressions 
‘died to sin’ or ‘dead to sin’ occur in this section twice of Christians (2, 11) and 
once of Christ (10). Since it is a right principle of interpretation that the same 
phrase recurring in the same context bears the same meaning, we must find 
an explanation of this death to sin which is true both of Christ and of Christians. 
What, then, did Paul mean when he stated that Christ ‘died to sin once for all’ 
(10)? It cannot mean that at some point he became unresponsive to it, since 
this would imply that previously he had been responsive to it. To be sure, his 
temptations were real. But was our Lord Jesus Christ earlier so continuously 
alive to sin that he needed on the cross to die to it decisively, once for all? That 
would be an intolerable slur on his character. 

Secondly, this view is incompatible with Paul’s concluding exhortations. If 
our fallen nature has effectively died, or we have died to it, so that we are no 
longer responsive to temptation, it would be unnecessary for the apostle to 
exhort us not to let sin ‘reign’ in our body, lest we obey its ‘evil desires’ (12), and 
not to ‘offer’ our faculties to sin (13). Nor later in his letter could he have urged 
us to ‘put aside the deeds of darkness’ and not to think ‘how to gratify the 
desires of the sinful nature’ (13:12, 14). How could he have written these things 
if our fallen nature were dead and had no desires, or if we had a ‘sanctified 
disposition’ from which the inclination to sin had been removed? 

Thirdly, it is incompatible with Christian experience. It is important to note 
that Paul is not referring in these verses to a minority of exceptionally holy 
Christians. He is describing all Christians, who have believed and been baptized 
into Christ (2–3). So, whatever the ‘death to sin’ may be, it is common to all 
Christian people. But are all God’s people ‘dead to sin’ in the sense of being 
unresponsive to it? No; scriptural and historical biographies, together with our 
own experience, combine to deny this. Far from being dead, in the sense of 
quiescent, our fallen nature is so alive and active that we are urged not to obey 
its desires, and are given the Holy Spirit to subdue and control them. 

A serious danger of this popular view is that it can easily lead to disillusion 
or self-deception. If we struggle to ‘reckon’ ourselves to be ‘dead to sin’ (i.e. 
unresponsive to it), when we know full well that we are not, we feel torn 
between Scripture and experience, and may then be tempted either to doubt 
God’s Word or, in order to maintain our interpretation of it, to resort even to 
dishonesty about our experience. To sum up the objections to the popular 
view: Christ did not ‘die to sin’ in the sense of becoming insensitive to it, for he 
never was thus alive to it that he needed to die to it. And we have not died to 
sin in this sense either, because we are still alive to it, as Paul’s exhortations and 
our experience demonstrate. Indeed, we are told to ‘put to death’ our fallen 
nature and its activities (e.g. 8:13). But how can we put to death what is already 
dead? There must be a better and more liberating interpretation of the death 
to sin which is true of Christ and of Christians—all Christians. So we turn now 
to Paul’s true meaning. 



The popular misunderstanding well illustrates the danger of arguing from 
an analogy. In every analogy we need to consider at what point the parallel or 
similarity is being drawn; we must not press a resemblance at every point. For 
instance, when Jesus told us to become like little children, he did not mean 
that we were to copy every characteristic of children (including their 
immaturity, waywardness and selfishness), but only one, namely their humble 
dependence. In the same way, to say that we have ‘died’ to sin does not mean 
that we must exhibit every characteristic of dead people, including their 
insensibility to stimuli. We have to ask ourselves: at what point is the analogy 
of death being made? 

If we answer these questions from Scripture rather than from analogy, from 
biblical teaching about death rather than from the properties of dead people, 
we shall find immediate help. Death is represented in Scripture more in legal 
than in physical terms; not so much as a state of lying motionless but as the 
grim though just penalty for sin. Whenever sin and death are coupled in the 
Bible, from its second chapter (‘when you eat … [i.e. sin], you will surely die’) to 
its last two chapters (where the fate of the impenitent is called ‘the second 
death’),108 the essential nexus between them is that death is sin’s penalty. This 
is plain also in Romans, in which we read that those who sin ‘deserve death’ 
(1:32), that death entered the world through sin (5:12), and that ‘the wages of sin 
is death’ (6:23). 

Take Christ first: ‘the death he died, he died to sin once for all’ (10). The 
natural and obvious meaning of this is that Christ bore sin’s condemnation, 
namely death. He met its claim, he paid its penalty, he accepted its reward, and 
he did it ‘once for all’ (ephapax), an adverb which is many times applied to his 
atoning death in the New Testament. In consequence, sin has no more claim 
or demand on him. So God raised him from the dead, in order to demonstrate 
the satisfactoriness of his sin-bearing, and he now lives for ever unto God. 

What is true of Christ is equally true of Christians who are united to Christ. 
We too have ‘died to sin’, in the sense that through union with Christ we may 
be said to have borne its penalty. Some may object that we surely cannot speak 
of our bearing the penalty of our sins, even in Christ, since we cannot die for 
our own sins; he alone has done that. Is not the suggestion that we could do so 
a veiled form of justification by works? But no, it is nothing of the kind. Of 
course Christ’s sin-bearing sacrifice was altogether unique, and we cannot 
share in its offering. But we can and do share in its benefits by being united to 
Christ. So the New Testament tells us not only that Christ died instead of us, as 
our substitute, so that we will never need to die for our sins, but also that he 
died for us, as our representative, so that we may be said to have died in and 
through him. As Paul wrote elsewhere, for example, ‘we are convinced that one 
died for all, and therefore all died’. That is, by being united to him, his death 
became their death.111 

Among the commentators only Robert Haldane appears to understand 
Paul in this way. ‘To explain the expression “dead to sin” as meaning dead to 



the influence and love of sin’, he writes, ‘is entirely erroneous.’ Paul is referring 
not to a death to the power of sin, but to a death to its guilt, that is to our 
justification. 

Paul’s next step is to explain how we may be said to have died to sin, namely 
through our baptism by which we were united to Christ in his death. 

(ii) We were baptized into Christ’s death (3) 

Or don’t you know, the apostle asks incredulously, that all of us who were 
baptised into Christ Jesus were baptised into his death?? (3). Those who ask 
whether Christian people are free to sin betray their complete ignorance of 
what their baptism meant. In order to grasp Paul’s argument, three 
clarifications need to be made about baptism. 

First, baptism means water baptism unless in the context it is stated to the 
contrary. It is true that the New Testament speaks of other kinds of baptism, 
for example a baptism ‘with fire’ and a baptism ‘with the Spirit’.114 Some 
commentators have suggested that Paul here is referring to baptism with the 
Spirit as uniting us with Christ, and have quoted 1 Corinthians 12:13 as a parallel. 
But it is safe to say that whenever the terms ‘baptism’ and ‘being baptized’ 
occur, without mention of the element in which the baptism takes place, the 
reference is to water baptism. Whenever water baptism is not meant, however, 
the alternative baptismal element is mentioned; for instance, ‘with the Spirit’. 
The reason some have been hesitant to understand Romans 6 as referring to 
water baptism is usually plain. They fear that Paul will then be held to teach 
‘baptismal regeneration’, namely that the mere administration of water in the 
name of the Trinity automatically bestows salvation. But the apostle neither 
believed nor taught this. 

Secondly, baptism signifies our union with Christ, especially with Christ 
crucified and risen. It has other meanings, including cleansing from sin and the 
gift of the Holy Spirit, but its essential significance is that it unites us with Christ. 
Hence the use of the preposition eis, ‘into’. True, at its institution, baptism was 
said to be into the single name of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Elsewhere, 
however, it is ‘into the name of the Lord Jesus’117 or simply ‘into Christ’. And to 
be baptized into Christ means to enter into relationship with him, much as the 
Israelites were ‘baptised into Moses in the cloud and in the sea’, that is, into 
allegiance to him as their leader.119 

Thirdly, baptism does not by itself secure what it signifies. To be sure, the 
New Testament speaks of baptism in terms of our washing away our sins, our 
clothing ourselves with Christ,121 and even of our being saved by it, but these 
are examples of dynamic language which attributes to the visible sign the 
blessing of the reality signified. It is inconceivable that the apostle Paul, having 
spent three chapters arguing that justification is by faith alone, should now 
shift his ground, contradict himself, and declare that after all salvation is by 
baptism. No, we must give the apostle credit for consistency of thought. ‘The 



baptized’s faith is, of course, taken for granted … not forgotten, nor denied.’123 
So union with Christ by faith, which is invisibly effected by the Holy Spirit, is 
visibly signified and sealed by baptism. The essential point Paul is making is 
that being a Christian involves a personal, vital identification with Jesus Christ, 
and that this union with him is dramatically set forth in our baptism. That is 
step two. 

(iii) God intends us to share also in Christ’s resurrection (4–5) 

Verses 3–5 contain references to the death, burial and resurrection of Christ, 
and to our participation with him in all three events. For the basic theme of the 
first half of Romans 6 is that the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ are not 
only historical facts and significant doctrines, but also personal experiences, 
since through faith-baptism we have come to share in them ourselves. So we 
read that we were baptised into his death (3b) and that we were therefore 
buried with him through baptism into death (4a), in order that, just as Christ 
was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, that is, through a 
glorious display of his mighty power, we too may live a new life (4b), in fact ‘the 
new resurrection life’ of Christ, which begins now and will be completed on the 
day of resurrection.1 
 

Verse 5 seems to endorse this emphasis on our sharing in Christ’s death and 
resurrection, for if we have been united with him like this in his death, more 
literally ‘with him in the likeness of his death’, we will certainly also be united 
with him in his resurrection or probably ‘with him in the likeness of his 
resurrection’. Exactly what the ‘likeness’ (homoiōma) of Christ’s death and 
resurrection is has puzzled all commentators. It seems to refer either to 
baptism as representing death and resurrection, or to the fact that our death 
and resurrection with Christ are very similar to his, though not identical with 
them. Or it may be better to translate the verse in more general terms: ‘For if 
(in baptism) we have become conformed to his death, we shall certainly also … 
be conformed (in our moral life) to his resurrection.’ 

These verses seem to allude to the pictorial symbolism of baptism, although 
its significance stands firm (our sharing in Christ’s death, burial and 
resurrection), even if the symbolism should not be pressed. Sanday and 
Headlam put it graphically: ‘That plunge beneath the running waters was like 
a death; the moment’s pause while they swept on overhead was like a burial; 
the standing erect once more in air and sunlight was a species of resurrection.’ 
It is far from certain whether the first baptisms were by total immersion, for 
some early pictures of, for example, Jesus’ baptism portrayed him wading in 
the river up to his waist, while John poured water over him. But the symbolic 

 
1 John R. W. Stott, The Message of Romans: God’s Good News for the World, The Bible Speaks 
Today (Leicester, England; Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001), 166–174. 

https://ref.ly/logosres/bstus66ro?ref=Bible.Ro6.1-23&off=21025


truth of dying to the old life and rising to the new remains, whatever mode of 
baptism is used. ‘In other words,’ wrote C. J. Vaughan, ‘our baptism was a sort 
of funeral.’128 A funeral, yes, and a resurrection from the grave as well. For by 
faith inwardly and baptism outwardly we have been united with Christ in his 
death and resurrection, and have thus come to share in their blessings. What 
these are Paul now enlarges on, elaborating the significance of his death in 
verses 6–7 and of his resurrection in verses 8–9, bringing them together in verse 
10.2 

 

 

 

Additional Resources: 
 
Sermon: Romans 6. Dick Lucas. 
https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/sermon/romans-6-en/  
 
Video: The Bible Project. Overview Romans 5-16. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0SVTl4Xa5fY&t=119s&ab_channel=BiblePr
oject  
 
Song: “No Longer Slaves,” Bethel Music. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=f8TkUMJtK5k&ab_channel=BethelMusic  
 
Book: Jerry Bridges. Respectable Sins. 2007. 
 

 
2 John R. W. Stott, The Message of Romans: God’s Good News for the World, The Bible Speaks 
Today (Leicester, England; Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001), 174–175. 

https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/sermon/romans-6-en/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0SVTl4Xa5fY&t=119s&ab_channel=BibleProject
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0SVTl4Xa5fY&t=119s&ab_channel=BibleProject
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=f8TkUMJtK5k&ab_channel=BethelMusic
https://ref.ly/logosres/bstus66ro?ref=Bible.Ro6.4-5&off=889&ctx=ay+of+resurrection.%0a~Verse+5+seems+to+end

