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Since the second world war globalisation has increased at all time high speed and in the currently dominates the global sphere, for the purpose of this essay when referring to globalisation, it will be by definition of political globalisation – the expansion of a global political system, and its institutions, in which inter-regional transactions (including, but certainly not limited to trade) are managed (Modelski et al., 2007) – as well as economic globalisation, increasing economic integration and interdependence of national, regional, and local economies across the world through an intensification of cross- border movement of goods, services, technologies and capital ( Joshi, 2009). This interconnectedness between states has long arisen question of whether globalisation has been a threat to the nation state and their autonomy. That happens to be the case, especially due to the economic interdependence that globalisation has created, for example the European Union, and the increase influence of international organisation such as; the International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, United nations etc. Whilst globalisation has indeed led to the end of the nation state, it has not done so by a great extent and not to the west. In reality globalisation greatest impact is on less economic developed countries, as it is another face for neo colonialism – the use of capitalism, globalisation and cultural imperialism to influence a developing country. This essay will use the hyperglobalisation thesis and the growing power multinational companies, and the transformationalist thesis to support the argument that globalisation is the end of nation state, whilst arguing against the sceptical thesis and the new intuitionalist thesis, to show the effect of globalisation on states and highlight how organisations and companies are at its centre and play a vital role in ending states as we know it. 
The hyperglobalist thesis see globalisation as an end-state. Economic globalisation has undermined state’s autonomy over their national economy. It possible to see such phenomenon in today’s world, as international allegiances have a great impact on how sates conduct themselves. For example, the European Union is the world’s biggest trade bloc, yet to join members have to lose autonomy over their state. As it stands globalisation mostly is the free trade across the borders, but with free trade comes the loss of borders. And a nation state without borders is not a station state. But join the wave of globalisation means becoming borderless, to join the EU its members must accept the freedom of movement, in such case the end of nation state becomes a side effect of globalisation and in today’s world globalisation seems to be inevitable, with organisations such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO) being put in place to facilitate it, and so adhering to it comes normal to states, especially in order to elevate their economic status. That being another way in which globalisation leads to the end of nation states; by making states economic interdependent on one another, globalisation removes their sovereignty and states can no longer focus on themselves and be self – driven as they take their allies into account. Britain’s Brexit plan has already made its economy 2. 5% smaller (The Centre for European reform, 2018), which shows the appeal of falling in line with globalisation and practice its economic transaction across borders, yet as Ohmae (1996) argues globalisation is the end of the nation-state. 
For hyperglobalist, multi-national corporations pose a real threat to nation stations, their growing power is can be an issue for states as it rivals its power. As Ohmae (1996) argues nation states are mercy of multi-national corporation and thus their autonomy is limited, especially because multi-national corporations’ power is ‘ footloose’ pick and mix different parts of world to invest their Foreign Direct Investment (FDR), whereas most are based in the West and China, they have large subsidiaries across the globe particularly in developing countries. This brings in the argument that the globalisation mostly affects developing country and it’s neo colonialism in disguise. For instance, many developing countries are dependent on the income of the foreign organisation placed in their nations, and as such they are compliant with the wishes of the organisations instead of its own. Between 1989 and 2003 the amount of money spent by United States of America businesses on developing countries increased from $335 million to $772 million (United States of America Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 2003). Similarly, it can be estimated that multi-national 
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Walmart’s annual turnover. And such outcomes are possible as states do not pass regulation against such companies, in the UK Amazon sales rose from £9. 5bn to more than £11bn in 2017 (. Channel 4 News, 2018) yet they pay very little in taxes and do so legally, as states are discouraged to fight as against globalisation. So, globalisation is indeed the end to nation state, but the greatest impact is felt by developing countries. 
Anti-globalisation sentiment seems to be at all high in today political sphere, and the growth of nationalism   – ‘ economic ideology and movement characterized by the promotion of the interests of a particular nation, with the aim of gaining and maintaining the nation’s sovereignty over its homeland’ (Smith, 2010) – proves so. Societal changes like globalisation and the emphasis on diversity as well as the multiculturalism attached to it are behind the rise of nationalism. Globalisation takes away a country’s sovereignty and leaves people on a ‘ identity crisis’, whereby they feel their national identity is lost 
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