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Liberalist theorists have considered the state an observably neutral entity that is not in any way influenced by either the society or the economy. The state has been understood as an organized political; community that acts under a government. Liberalist theorists describe citizens as persons with legal rights in society. The state is required to protect the rights of the citizens. Liberalism is defined as a political philosophy that is particularly based on liberty, consent of the government and equality before the law. Liberalist theorists described states with limited government involvement with other aspects of society other than securing its citizens. For instance, Locke argued that individuals have asocial contacts with the state to prevent any violation of their rights. In his views, he argued that each man has a natural right to life, liberty and property and that which the government must not violate. Admittedly, the liberalist theorists’ ideas, as highlighted in this current paper explained the need for a social contract that precipitated the establishment of a legitimate political entity to particularly reinforce the laws of nature. 
Applying the state of nature, Thomas Hobbes attempted to outline the role of the government in liberalists societies. He justified the existence of a governing authority whose main role was to secure the people. Hobbes argued that to be able to sustain total peace and security, states had to wield absolute authority, and reason suggesteth convenient articles of peace, upon which men may be drawn to agreement. He highlighted the roles of the states as follows; regulation of social interactions, mitigating or mediating conflicts, and enforcement of justice. Hobbes presentation of the state highlights the states as inherently repressive. He advocated for the development of a strong Leviathan which would easily become a tyrant and consequently violate the provisions of the social contracts. Hobbes thought of a Leviathan with extensive powers to countervail the natural conditions of humans and to provide security. Arguably, this explains the idea of police work in today's society where the laws must be enforced. Also, because there be some that, taking pleasure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest, which they pursue farther than their security requires (Leviathan, xiii.3-9).
Rousseau developed the state where individuals were free to act according to their basic urges. He argued that humans have moral and physical dimensions and thus needed to freely exercise their free will without the limitations of civil society. Natural nature thus provided man with peace, freedom, equality and happiness. He argued against the social contract as advanced by both Locke and Hobbes stating that the rich fooled the poor into accepting them as rulers of the society. In this view, the social contract was not a willing agreement but rather was developed out of deceit and coercion “Every man having been born free and master of himself, no one else may under any pretext whatever subject him without his consent. To assert that the son of a slave is born a slave is to assert that he is not born a man (Rousseau, 2018) His observations were in support of a liberal state where he stated that man must not be forced to secede from his natural rights to a universal ruler. Instead, he stated that the people were free to develop laws for the public good and exercise their general will as well. Rousseau opined that in the state of nature there was no place for such vices as blame, criticism, judgment, comparison with others and the distinction based on merit.

Based on the understanding of the role of the state as highlighted by Hobbes, the freedom of choice, personal privacy and other democratic ideals have been significantly circumscribed by the state authorities. Even though the features of democracy and human rights are allowed within the liberal states today, they can only be exercised as long as they do not interfere with the peaceful existence of others. Understandably, this gives the liberal states the repressive feature. Taking for example the existence of economic freedom in liberal states, the governments observably limit individual freedom in the market. State authorities have similarly continued to promote the policies and practices advanced by neo-liberal global capitalists such as the World Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund even at the expense of their citizens (Hafner-Burton, 2008). 
The core principles of liberalism not only provide for freedom, equality and the public good but also provides for the discipline of state power. In liberal states, the power is vested on particular branches of the government to protect the citizens as well as the state from capricious and impulsive decisions. It is worth noting that the power exercised arbitrarily is destructive not only to individual liberty and freedoms but also to the rule of law. In liberal states, governments have been unable to carry out their responsibilities without sacrificing individual freedoms. Similarly, as observed by Locke, liberty is most likely to preserved when citizens themselves have the power to preserve it, the application of state power in liberal states significantly limits free speech and freedom of association “Men being, as has been said, by nature, all free, equal and independent, no one can be put out of this estate, and subjected to the political power of another, without his own consent (Locke, 2014) For instance, implementing countervailing policies against free speech greatly limits the free will of the people as advanced by Rousseau. 
Even though Hobbes believed that placing all the powers in the hands of a sovereign ruler was the best decision for peaceful coexistence, the sovereign ruler was thus able to that all the beneficial rules of the society were adhered to by everyone. In this view, today liberal states have continued to use coercive power to inhibit or eradicate some actions in the society on behalf of the social order. Ideally, in the maintenance of social order, the coercive power is applied discriminatively particularly towards those individuals whose actions are believed to pose a threat to the established arrangements of power and authority “Government is necessary, not because man is naturally bad... but because man is by nature more individualistic than social (Wolfenden, 2010). In liberal states, repression ensures that the rules are followed. In essence, repression in liberal states is particularly meant to also act as a warning to the other individuals who may be contemplating such ideas that they too may become victims of coercive power. 
Hobbes argued that the citizens were to follow the rules outlined in the leviathan without fail stating that those who chose to go against the social construct ideally chose death. The idea of death in the Hobbesian theory has been used as a repressive factor that ensured the sustenance of the liberal state. In today’s society, the repressive nature of the liberal states has been evident in various actions such as legal bans of certain kinds of speech, harassments and surveillance, political trials, imprisonments, and state violence. Analysts of the repressive power in liberal states have argued that due to the existence of a centralized and unified system of government that is able to crush the independent and autonomous civil societies, the people are thereby left with no countervailing forms of power to resists the state. 
In a sense, this is the form of government advocated for by both Locke and Hobbes were through social contact men and women ceded their rights and powers to sovereign central authority. 
The argument is that when rulers are free to do as they will, the ruled cannot possibly know which of their actions will or will not incur government sanctions. In terms of economy, and to sustain neo-liberal policies and the corporate benefits generated from them, states often use more aggressive tactics and strategies to counter increased citizen resistance. When the economies decline, states may decide to use even more dictatorial measures to implement very unpopular economic reforms. For instance, the use of riot police to quell protests by citizens advocating structural changes (Wolfenden, 2010). Essentially, this is a common form of repression in liberal states. In liberal states, laws have been amended continually allowing the police to use force consequently restricting the democratic rights of association for the people. 
As a form of repressive control by the state, the G20 summit in Toronto resulted in the passing of secret legislation that consequently gave the police sweeping arrest and detainment powers. This form of repression consequently led to unnecessary acts of police violence and oppression against innocent citizens who were only exercising their democratic rights of assembly, association and public protests. In such situations, the liberal states have been seen to be inherently repressive by forcefully suppressing popular dissent in support of the elite ruling individuals.
The commissioning of activities that threaten beliefs, political system, the economy, and livelihoods by members of a state may require governments to respond with repression to the challengers of the status quo. It is believed that the use of repressive force eliminates the behavioural threat. Rousseau believed that the people had the responsibility to obey the general will of the people and the laws as long as they remained residents of the state. He said, “This is a “civil state,” Rousseau says, where security, justice, liberty, and property are protected and enjoyed by all.” He presented a government entrusted with administering the general will of the people and was composed of mere officials who got their orders from the people (Rousseau, 2018). In his view, repression was thus necessary as long it ensured that the general will of the people was maintained. 
Even though these liberalists lived at different times, their views and perceptions have significantly influenced the governmental systems and societies across the world. Hobbes presented an observably authoritarian monarch which can be considered as repressive. Locke also presented similar views as Hobbes where he argues that kings were good and the people were beats. Similarly based on his observations of the political instability in England, he concluded that any kind of shred power couldn’t function as a strong governmental system. Both Hobbes and Locke believe that in a liberal state, there is a need to execute natural laws. “[T]he execution of the law of nature is, in that state, put into every man's hands, whereby everyone has a right to punish the transgressors of that law to such a degree, as may hinder its violation: every man hath a right to punish the offender, and be executioner of the law of nature ”
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