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The Destiny of the Unevangelized & the Nature of Hell 
By Drew S. C. Mery 

 
Originally written as a paper for an undergraduate assignment.  This paper is written in response to Chapters 12 (The 
Destiny of the Unevangelized Debate) and 18 (The Hell Debate) of the book, Across the Spectrum: Understanding Issues in 
Evangelical Theology (Boyd & Eddy, editors).  Chapter 12 presents four perspectives: the Restrictivist View, the Universal 
Opportunity View, the Postmortem Evangelism View, and the Inclusivist View.  I make the case for the Restrictivist 

View.  Chapter 18 presents two perspectives: the Classical View and the Annihilationist View. 

 
 

These are certainly two of the most emotionally laden theological topics in the broad spectrum of 

theology.  However, any time it comes to constructing our theology, or examining doctrine, we must 

be cautious in the matter of the degree our emotions play in our analysis and final conclusions.  This 

is only fitting if we are to avoid adulterating the word of God.  In other words, Scripture must be 

our ultimate authority in the matter of “theologizing” (though Church history also has its part, but is 

likewise subject to the clear teaching and authority of the word of God).1 

 

In this paper I will be affirming and defending the “Restrictivist View” (i.e. exclusivism) of the 

unevangelized, and the “Classical View” on the nature of Hell (i.e. eternal judgment or 

condemnation), as opposed to the other viewpoints.  Exclusivism basically means that a person 

must actually hear or read the gospel in order to have saving faith.  Faith must have an object, and 

that object is Jesus Christ.  In other words, special revelation (the word of God) is requisite.  My 

focus will be on providing the Scriptural support of these two views.  Room does not allow for a 

thorough polemic of every point made or verse referenced by the opposing views, but I will try to 

focus on the main issues.  One is of course encouraged to read the particular chapters on these 

issues from the book, Across the Spectrum: Understanding Issues in Evangelical Theology. 

 

 

The Biblical Foundation 

I believe the Restrictivist View soundly accords with God’s nature and work, as well as the gospel 

facts/message.  Allow me to begin with what some may consider to be a startling statement: God is 

neither obligated to save, nor to make the salvation message (gospel) equally available to all persons.  We are not 

born in a neutral state towards God, but are totally depraved, with a sinful nature, being enemies of 

God, and having Satan as our father (Ps. 51:5; Jn. 8:39-47; Rom. 3:23; 5:10, 12; Eph. 2:1-3).  

Therefore, what we justly deserve from God is judgment, which I believe and will argue is eternal in 

nature.  Scripture is abundantly clear that salvation ultimately depends on God’s sovereign grace (Jn. 

6:44; Rom. 8:29-30; Eph. 1:3-14; Tit. 1:1-3), yet mankind’s responsibility is not nullified (Jn. 3:16; 

Rom. 10:8-15).  God is not “trying” to save, and failing miserably; but He is effectually calling and 

                                                           
1 I do not wish to sever the emotional aspect of studying Scripture, for Scripture should enlighten the affections of 
our hearts, but we cannot allow our feelings to be the overriding factor.  Also, I partially make mention of this since 
some of the views use “God is love” as part of their defense, which demonstrates their emotionally-driven 
argumentation.  God’s love for mankind must be understood both in light of His other attributes (e.g. justice, 
righteousness, holiness) and the whole of Scripture. 
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saving.  This is absolutely foundational to the rest of our study; for if we believe man to be neutral 

with God, or something of that sort, and deserving in some way of salvation or the opportunity to 

hear the gospel (as if God owes it to us), and if we do not believe or if we doubt God’s sovereignty 

in the matter of salvation, then we leave open many unbiblical conclusions to the question of the 

destiny of those who do not hear the gospel. 

 

 

Biblical Support for the Restrictivist View of the Unevangelized 

Scripture clearly presents Jesus as the only means of salvation.  Acts 4:12 says, “And there is 

salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under heaven given among men by which we 

must be saved.’  Peter may have had Moses in mind when he said “no other name” since he was 

speaking against the Jewish Council, and they were relying on the Law.  It is still clear, no one else 

but Jesus must be believed upon for eternal life (Jn. 14:6; 17:3; Rom. 1:16). 

 

Knowledge of Christ is an intricate part of faith, being the object of that faith; or, Scripture 

clearly presents our salvation as being based on an adequate knowledge of Christ (gospel 

facts) and appropriating that knowledge with faith.  The apostles were eye-witnesses of Jesus – 

His life, death, resurrection, and teaching ministry.  The apostle John states that knowledge of the 

apostles’ teachings of Christ are a necessary aspect of fellowship with them (1 Jn. 1:1-10).  On verse 

3 John MacArthur notes “Fellowship does not mean social relations, but that his readers were to be 

partakers (or partners) with John in possessing eternal life (cf. Phil. 1:5; 1 Pet. 5:1; 2 Pet. 1:4).  John 

writes not only to affirm the physical reality of Jesus (vv. 1, 2), but also to produce salvation [or 

encourage faithfulness] in the readers.”2  There are certain things we must know and believe about 

Jesus (1 Jn. 5:1-5).  Further, it is deficient to think that one may have fellowship with the Father 

without knowing the Son, since it is the Son who reveals the Father to us (Jn. 1:18; 17:3).  Again, 

Christ as our advocate and mediator becomes senseless if we deny the need to truly know and 

believe Him (1 Tim. 2:5; Heb. 7:25; 1 Jn. 2:1). 

 

People go to Hell, not because they have not heard the gospel, but because of sin.  One of 

the objections made by the Universal Opportunity View is that “[we] deny that people end up going 

to hell because they were born in the wrong place at the wrong time.”3  We must keep in mind that 

God is sovereign, even in the geographical boundaries and the location of one’s birth (Acts 17:26; cf. 

Dt. 32:8; Job 12:23; 14:5).  Also, people don’t go to Hell because “they didn’t have a chance” to hear 

the gospel; rather, their end is Hell both because of their sinful state derived from Adam and their 

actual/personal sins (Rom. 5:12 with Eph. 2:1-3; Rev. 20:13; 21:8). 

 

Since the Fall God has made known in a personal and particular way His gospel, and this 

has been revealed more fully in a progressive manner.  The Inclusivist View suggests that a 

vague kind of faith is adequate for salvation, pointing to such passages as Hebrews 11.  The problem 

                                                           
2 MacArthur, John, The MacArthur Bible Commentary. 1949. 
3 Boyd and Eddy, Across the Spectrum. 183. 
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with this is, even though these Old Testament saints did not know about Jesus in the same way we 

do today (since He had not yet been born and fulfilled His work), it was the promise of God of the coming 

Messiah they trusted in and looked forward to (Heb. 11:39-40).  In other words, they still had gospel 

promises, even though those promises had not yet been fully realized.  Elmer Towns explains this 

progressive nature of revelation: “Prior to the Cross, salvation was acquired by faith in God as it is 

acquired today.  Obviously, the content of their faith differed to some degree from that faith 

exercised today.  This was due, not to a different Old Testament plan of salvation, but rather to the 

progressive nature of revelation.”4  This is clearly borne out in Romans 3:21-26 (cf. Gal. 3:6-9). 

 

The Scriptures nowhere teach a “second opportunity” after death.  The “Postmortem View” 

uses 1 Peter 3:18-20 as one of their main supporting arguments.  However, Christ did not proclaim 

the gospel in hopes of these disobedient “spirits in prison” repenting and believing unto salvation.  

The context supports no such concept; it must be read into the text.  It is clear that these spirits had 

already rejected Noah’s message.  Christ’s proclamation, therefore, was a proclamation of victory, 

making known that the message rejected by the spirits has seen its final realization or ultimate 

fulfillment in Him.  Further, this proclamation of Christ sounds more like a one-time event, not 

something that occurs for everybody who dies rejecting the gospel (or having never heard the 

gospel).  1 Peter 4:6 is also used by this view to connect with 3:18-20.  Most likely, however, this 

verse is unrelated and Peter is instead speaking about men and women who had heard and believed 

the gospel and are now dead at the time of his writing.5  The gospel was preached to these 

individuals prior to their death, in order that, having believed, they may live in the spirit.  In short, 

after death comes judgment…period (Heb. 9:27). 

 

 

Biblical Support for the Classical View of Hell 

Scripture teaches everlasting life and everlasting contempt.  After the resurrection of the godly 

and ungodly, the godly will inherit everlasting life and the ungodly will inherit everlasting contempt 

and punishment (Dan. 12:2; Mt. 25:46; Rev. 20:11-15).  Those in Hell experience, not temporary 

punishment or torment, but continual agony for their sin (Lk. 16:19-31; Rev. 20:10; cf. 21:8). 

 

Temporal, earthly punishments cannot be forced on the eternal judgment to come.  The 

Annihilationist View uses a lot of Old Testament passages for their support.  Most of these 

passages, however, seem to be speaking of the possession of land, and the folly/disobedience of 

their life and the calamity and destruction it brings (see in context, e.g. Ps. 9:6; 34:16; Nah. 1:10; 

Oba. 16).  The argument is further made, “How can we affirm the final and ultimate victory of 

God’s joy and peace and accept that there will be no more tears, sorrow, or death (Rev. 21:4) if 

throughout eternity there will be ‘weeping and gnashing of teeth’ as multitudes suffer an endless 

second death?”  First, this is no way to formulate biblical doctrine.  Sound doctrine requires sound 

                                                           
4 Towns, Elmer, Theology for Today. 424. 
5 See MacArthur, John, The MacArthur Bible Commentary. 1917; and William MacDonald, Believer’s Bible 
Commentary. 2276-2277. 
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exegesis (taking from the text what is actually there), not emotionalism.  Second, the promise of no 

more tears, sorrow, or death is made to those in the “New Jerusalem” (Rev. 21).  This glorious 

promise is true of those who have believed in the gospel of Christ, and are therefore in Christ.  God 

has triumphed over Satan and death through Christ (Col. 2:15; Heb. 2:14-17).  Further, a great 

chasm is fixed between the place of judgment and the place of glory (Lk. 16:26), suggesting to us, at 

the very least, the inability of one place to be affected by the other.  In short, Scripture teaches that 

those in Hell will experience eternal torment for their sinfulness, and those in Heaven will 

experience eternal pleasures won for them by Jesus Christ. 

 

Conclusion 

These observations of the Scriptural texts on the destiny of the unevangelized and the nature of Hell 

should place a burden in our hearts to reach out to the lost with the gospel.  There is much of the 

world that still needs to be reached.  Share the gospel with a co-worker, through the internet, with a 

group of friends, support a missionary, become a missionary.  My prayer is that we will put our 

theology into practice.  God’s sovereignty in these things in no way negates our responsibility to 

make His gospel known; rather, it bolsters it, as we may go into the world with confidence that God 

will accomplish what He has planned and purposed in Christ.  


