France's Bilateral Relations: A Quantitative Analysis (1992-2023)

Abstract
This study evaluates the evolution of France’s bilateral relations with eleven major global and regional actors—China, India, Japan, the United States, Brazil, Nigeria, Germany, Russia, the United Kingdom, Ukraine, and Turkey—between 1992 and 2023. Using the Bilateral Relations Index (BRI), a multidimensional tool capturing conflictual and cooperative interactions, the article assesses long-term trajectories, fluctuations, and turning points in French foreign relations. The analysis reveals consistently strong ties with European NATO partners, particularly Germany and the United Kingdom, as well as unexpectedly stable cooperation with Turkey. Relations with Russia deteriorated markedly after 2014 and especially after 2022, mirrored by a substantial rise in France–Ukraine relations. Outside Europe, France’s partnerships with India and Japan improved significantly, while relations with China remained more volatile and never fully positive. Overall, the BRI captures both structural continuities in French foreign policy and the impact of major geopolitical shocks on specific dyads.
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Introduction
France is among the most significant global actors. Historically, it has played a central role in European and international affairs through a wide range of diplomatic mechanisms, participation in multilateral treaties and bilateral agreements, and sustained contributions to the development of international norms and institutional frameworks. Its global standing is further underscored by its permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council and its possession of nuclear capabilities. Even though its relative material power has diminished in recent decades, France pursues global interests stemming from both historical links and contemporary engagement. Furthermore, as a NATO member that has traditionally pursued a more independent foreign policy, France represents an instructive case for analyzing trajectories of bilateral relations both in the post–Cold War era and amid the currently escalating global tensions and uncertainty, marked, among other developments, by the war in Ukraine.
The aim of this research is to measure bilateral relations of France in the post-Cold War period (1992-2023) with China, India, Japan, the United States, Brazil, Nigeria, Germany, Russia, the United Kingdom, Ukraine, and Turkey. The selection of the sample has been performed through several stages. Firstly, world and middle powers have been selected based on the Global Power Index as of 2023. We followed the interpretation of Frederick S. Pardee Center for International Futures, according to which world powers have more than 9 percent of global power, while middle powers possess between 2 and 9 percent of global power (Moyer et al. 2024). Accordingly, China, India, Japan, the United States, Germany, Russia, and the United Kingdom have been selected. To ensure geographical representation, we subsequently included the most influential countries from the previously unrepresented continents – Brazil and Nigeria. We decided not to consider Australia because of its predominantly Western orientation and our expectation it would follow somewhat similar patterns as other Western states in the sample. Then, we added two more states because of their specific position and engagement in international relations: Ukraine (in an armed conflict with Russia) and Turkey (a NATO member state that adopted a more neutral approach towards the war in Ukraine). The measurement has been performed using the Bilateral Relations Index (BRI), an original multi-dimensional method for measuring bilateral relations, specifically their fluctuations. The main research question this study seeks to answer is: What are the trajectories of France’s bilateral relations with key international players between 1992 and 2023? 
Owing to its status as a major power and its global reach, France’s international standing and external relationships have been the subject of extensive scholarly analysis. With regard to bilateral relations, two prominent strands of research can be identified. First, numerous authors have examined France’s relations with specific countries, typically adopting a qualitative approach (Akpan and Nwokah 2018; Krotz and Schild 2013; Pannier 2020; Gallis 2006; Belkin 2009; Weske 2007; Tran 2023; 2024; Cabestan 2006; Barma and Sinha 2023; Rees and Xu 2024; Schirmann 2024; Pajon 2018; Jabbour 2022; Hajko and Hloušek 2023). Secondly, scholars have examined France’s foreign policy in broader terms (Rieker 2017; Bozo 2016; Fontanela and Hébert 1997; Belkin 2009; Weber 2025), offering important insights into the factors and drivers that shape French positions in global and regional politics. Beyond these strands, scholars have also examined specific instruments of France’s foreign policy, such as its use of soft power (Dikanbayeva and Sarybayev 2024), or specific aspects of France’s international engagement, such as military interventions (Bussmann 2024), approaching these issues from a variety of analytical perspectives. The distinctive contribution of this research lies in its departure from the predominantly qualitative analyses of bilateral relations. Although attempts to quantitatively measure bilateral relations between states do exist, they remain relatively rare and tend to focus primarily on conflictual behaviors (Diehl et al. 2021; Goertz et al. 2023) or only employ single indicators, such as UN voting coincidence (Ferdinand 2013; Stoelzel Chadwick and Long 2023; Chen 2023; Voeten 2024). In this research, by employing BRI, despite limitations of quantitative studies of international relations, we offer an objective assessment of the trajectories of France’s bilateral relations. Additionally, analyzing eleven of France’s bilateral relationships within a single study enables the derivation of broader empirical insights into its foreign policy.
The evolution of France’s bilateral ties can be interpreted through multiple theoretical lenses. From a neorealist perspective, changes in France’s relationships should reflect shifts in relative power, polarity, and threat perceptions (Waltz 1979; Mearsheimer 2001). Liberals, in turn, underscore the role of institutions and interdependence (Keohane and Nye 1977), which in case of France could suggest more stable cooperation with partners embedded in dense institutional networks. In turn, constructivists highlight the importance of identities and norms (Wendt 1992), which could link specific processes and developments with French exceptionalism and its self-perception as a promoter of multilateralism. These frameworks provide analytical expectations against which the BRI results can be assessed, thereby underscoring the index’s utility for assessing theoretical assumptions.
France in international relations
France is an active and engaged actor in international relations, a status derived from its power capabilities, including nuclear arsenals; its privileged multilateral standing, exemplified by a permanent seat on the UN Security Council; and its global presence, shaped both by its historical colonial engagement and its contemporary possession of overseas territories. Although its material power has declined, France’s symbolic power is widely viewed as persistent, and French leaders still believe in the special role France is supposed to play, reflecting a feeling of French ‘exceptionalism (Rieker 2017)’ and its‘civilizing mission (Gallis 2006, 16).’ All of this makes France, as Rieker (2017) argues, ‘capable to punch beyond its weight (1).’ Its strong global presence spans multiple regions, leading to active bilateral relations within Europe and transatlantic area, as well as with Africa, Americas, Middle East, and Asia and Indo-Pacific. 
[bookmark: _Hlk215120699]Key tenets of France’s position in global politics include support for multilateralism and the promotion of a multipolar international order. Dedication to multilateralism is reflected in French engagement in the European Union, the UN, and other international institutions. Multipolarity, according to the French standpoint, is supposed to oppose global domination by one power or bloc (Gallis 2006). The fundamental principles of France’s foreign policy also include the right to self-determination, respect for human rights, democracy, and rule of law, as well as co-operation among nations (Ambassade de France en Oman, n.d.).
In general terms, French foreign policy is considered to be characterized by continuity, with successive French presidents seeking to uphold the legacy of Gaullist foreign policy. This approach has been maintained in the post–Cold War period, despite the transition from a bloc-based international system to an era of globalization. It reflects efforts to sustain de Gaulle’s ‘policy of grandeur (Bozo 2016),’ which is grounded in nuclear deterrence, independence of national arms industry and arms exports (Fontanela and Hébert 1997). France’s strategic independence is perhaps best illustrated by its withdrawal from NATO’s integrated military command structure in 1966, followed by its reintegration in 2009 (Ghez and Larrabee 2009). Conversely, France has played a pivotal role in shaping Europe (Krotz and Schild 2013) with its strategic priorities emphasizing the strengthening of the European Union, including in the realm of security. Beyond Europe, French objectives focus primarily on the Indo-Pacific region and Africa (Weber 2025). With regard to Europe, France has long advocated for strategic autonomy. However, according to the most recent National Strategic Review 2025, it also seeks to remain a reliable ally within the Euro-Atlantic area (Republique Francaise 2025). France’s emphasis on strategic autonomy, rooted in its Gaullist legacy, can be understood as reflecting a combination of material and ideational factors. Realist accounts see French behavior as a strategy to maximize independence within an asymmetric alliance system, whereas constructivist analyses stress the durability of national identity narratives. These identity-laden assumptions are crucial for interpreting France's varying bilateral trajectories.
France has presented a stable and consistent strategic orientation. However, significant shifts in its foreign policy could be observed after the outbreak of the war in Ukraine, although it is claimed that they were more gradual than elsewhere in Europe. Consequently, as argued by Weber (2025), France has moved away from some of its previous positions, beginning to support Ukraine’s NATO and EU membership, endorsing the idea of a European pillar of NATO and launching European Political Community, although the long-term priorities still assume promoting EU defense integration and stronger geopolitical role of the EU.
France’s strategic objectives, national priorities and global ambitions influence its relationship with major global powers. France is a member of the Western alliance, albeit on its own terms, as noted earlier. With regard to the United States, France is a close NATO ally. However, its assertiveness, particularly concerning the 2003 war in Iraq, led some observers in the US to perceive France as an antagonist (Gallis 2006). France was very critical against the intervention, not only against the US, but also against its European allies that joined the US-led coalition, including in Central Europe (Cronin 2003). At the same time, economies of both countries have been increasingly integrated and they collaborated closely on multiple global issues, such as Balkans peace operations, stabilization of Afghanistan, fight against terrorism (Gallis 2006). In general terms, despite being part of the Western alliance and recognizing the necessity of American defence guarantees, France traditionally has been less willing to follow the US lead regarding global affairs, although observers noted recent realignment in the face of the growing challenge posed by Russia and China (Rees and Xu 2024). 
As a consequence of France’s European orientation, its most significant ties are generally considered to be with European partners. Among European partnerships, the Franco-German bilateral relationship, despite a long history of rivalry, is considered particularly durable since the signing of the Élysée Treaty (Krotz and Schild 2013). Admittedly, the relationship experiences fluctuations, such as recent differences over the war in Ukraine and incidents like cancelled state visits. Nonetheless, the two leading powers of the EU are generally regarded as sharing a common understanding regarding their overarching partnership (Schirmann 2024). Another key European partnership for France is with Great Britain. This relationship is considered close, although the two states have at times held divergent positions on various issues and have been described as ‘sweet enemies,’ characterized by a dynamic of both rivalry and cooperation. Their relationship is believed to have gradually moved to ‘special’ (Pannier 2020), although certain differences persist, some of which arise from the dynamics of the UK–US–France triangle and the closer ties between the Anglophone countries. For example, in recent years, France expressed grievances over the cancellation of Australia’s order for French submarines following the signing of the AUKUS agreement between Australia, the UK, and the US (Laique and Tareen 2025). Despite occasional fluctuations, France is regarded as a driving force for European integration (Steible 2022) and, for instance, has sought to incorporate a European dimension into its nuclear doctrine (Bardio 2025).
Following the end of the Cold War, France initially prioritized the development of economic ties with Russia (Mendras 2013). As tensions with Russia escalated in the 2010s, France, similarly to Germany, sought to combine measures of pushback and restraint, such as the enforcement of sanctions, with continued engagement. Unlike Germany, however, France has consistently advocated for Europe’s strategic autonomy and reduced dependence on the United States (Marangé and Stewart 2021). The outbreak of the full-scale war between Russia and Ukraine in 2022, as noted previously, has prompted a reorientation of certain aspects of France’s foreign policy. oday, Russia is regarded as a direct threat, as noted in the French National Strategic Review 2025 (Republique Francaise 2025). However, in direct response to the war, France has adopted a balanced approach, combining firmness with continued engagement (Weber 2025). This approach was most clearly reflected in President Macron’s initial stance on engaging with Russia, leading to his being described in 2022 as ‘last European leader Putins speaks with (Sandberg 2022).’ At the time of writitng, when US 28-point peace proposal for Ukraine is under negotiation, President Macron is among the advocates of ‘rock-solid guarantees for post-war Ukraine’ and deployment of multinational force (Liboreiro 2025). 
The context of the war in Ukraine has also influenced France’s relationships with other states, particularly with Ukraine itself. Traditionally, relations between France and Ukraine have not been particularly close. However, in the years following the annexation of Crimea, these ties strengthened, as evidenced by France’s participation in the Normandy format and its evolving stance toward Russia (Mitrofanova 2020). However, it was following the 2022 invasion of Ukraine that France reoriented its position toward the country. After initially opposing Ukraine’s NATO and EU membership to avoid provoking Russia, France began actively supporting Ukraine (Weber 2025) and provided substantial military and financial assistance (Jonah 2025). 
Despite their shared NATO membership, France and Turkey maintain an uneven and complex relationship. Throughout the post–Cold War period, their interactions have generally been amicable, featuring multi-level ties, but these have occasionally been disrupted by conflicting interests and disputes, such as those concerning the Armenian Genocide or the Kurdish question (Örmeci and Yılmaz 2022). In recent years, under Presidents Macron and Erdoğan, the relationship has been characterized by tension and mistrust. Key sources of strain include French opposition to Ankara’s efforts to exert influence over Muslim and Turkish communities in France, as well as strategic rivalry in the Eastern Mediterranean, which has led to multiple diplomatic disputes (Jabbour 2022). Still, recent global rise of threats is believed to have led to convergence of interests and various collaborations, specifically regarding defense and security (Yenel 2025). 
Beyond Europe, France’s strategic focus on the Indo-Pacific and Africa elevates the significance of certain bilateral relationships. Engagement in Indo-Pacific is underpinned by France’s oversea territories such as La Réunion, New Caledonia, and French Polynesia (Pajon 2025). The protection of these territories, their Exclusive Economic Zones, and French citizens constitutes a key security objective for France, alongside the safeguarding of trade and economic interests (Karambelkar 2021, 94). As a result of its strategic objectives in the Indo-Pacific, France’s relations with India, Japan, and China are considered to be of significant importance.
With regard to the Indo-Pacific region, France has engaged in a strategic partnership with India, particularly after the end of the Cold War (Gilles Boquérat 2022), owing to the alignment of their foreign policy principles. Both countries have exhibited a high degree of convergence on regional and global issues, such as climate change, sustainable development, and cyber governance, share the vision of international relations with regard to multilateralism and strategic autonomy, and have long been developing cooperation in defense and security (Barma and Sinha 2023). The tangible dimensions of the partnership are reflected most clearly in defense and security cooperation (Sukhija 2024), exemplified by the Rafale deal (Barma and Sinha 2023). 
Another key French partner in the Indo-Pacific is Japan. Despite the geographic distance, the two states share converging interests, including a commitment to liberal principles and the rule of law, as well as common concerns about unilateral challenges to the international order (Pajon 2018). Both countries also share a broadly similar assessment of the international situation, particularly regarding developments in the Middle East, Ukraine, North Korea, and Taiwan (Delamotte 2024). As a result, particularly since the 2000s, the two countries are widely considered to have entered a period of positive relational dynamics, marked by strengthened strategic cooperation in response to China’s rise, deepened economic ties, and expanded people-to-people exchanges (Mellet 2023).
At the other end of the Indo-Pacific spectrum lies China, although France has traditionally pursued a more cooperative approach toward Beijing than the United States and several other major Western powers. France was among the first European states to resume relations with Beijing in 1991 following the estrangement triggered by the Tian’anmen massacre and the subsequent arms embargo. This rapprochement was accompanied by significant French arms sales to China during the 1990s, although periodic tensions persisted due to France’s relations with Taiwan (Weske 2007; Cabestan 2006). More broadly, France’s long-standing inclination to view the European Union as a counterbalance to the United States aligned with key Chinese objectives, thereby contributing to closer political relations (Weske 2007). France has also expressed sympathy toward the Belt and Road Initiative (Tran 2023). Despite recent tensions and a downturn in the relationship (Barma and Sinha 2023), driven in part by intensifying US-China strategic competition, France is generally viewed as seeking to maintain constructive relations with Beijing (Tran 2024).
Africa, alongside the Indo-Pacific, constitutes another major area of France’s strategic engagement beyond Europe (Weber 2025). Since the 1960s, France has maintained considerable influence across large parts of Africa, particularly in the Francophone states (Martin 1989), where it established ‘a type of nested neocolonial association’ characterized by French military and technical assistance in exchange for support of its international policies (Vallin 2015, 79). France’s presence in Africa generates competition with other actors, including Russia, while its recent strategy emphasizes adapting its security assistance to address contemporary threats and aligning French interests with the expectations of African states (Republique Francaise 2025). With respect to Nigeria, an African country included in this study, France’s bilateral relations have historically been uneven, particularly in light of Nigeria’s opposition to French nuclear testing in Africa and France’s support for Biafra in the 1960s. However, as Akpan and Nwokah (2018) note, the relationship has gradually improved following Nigeria’s democratization, with Emmanuel Macron’s 2018 visit to the country representing the high point of this trend. 
Although Latin America is not among France’s primary areas of strategic interest, it does feature security and defense partnerships. The relationship with Brazil, the final country in the sample, is particularly notable. Despite the geographic distance from mainland France, Brazil shares a border with French Guiana. Since 2006, Brazil and France have maintained a strategic partnership, most recently renewed in 2024 during Macron’s visit to Brazil (Ministère de l’Europe et des Affaires étrangères, n.d.-a). The relationship, rooted in historical ties, currently encompasses strategic and defense cooperation (Ministério das Relações Exteriores 2015).

Method and data
France’s relationships with the other countries in the sample were assessed using the BRI, a model based on multidimensional comparative analysis, designed to capture fluctuations in interstate relations and to distinguish between positive and negative dynamics. The model incorporates indicators identified through desk research and interviews with 32 practitioners in the field of international relations, including diplomats and foreign service officers from 22 countries, who also assigned weights to specific indicators. The indicators used in the index, with their respective weights in parentheses, are as follows: engagement in a military conflict (4,91), arms transfer and sales (3,55), political-military alliances (4,06), sanctions (4,36), diplomatic rupture (4,43), preferential trade agreements (3,88), UN voting coincidence (3,03), foreign visits by heads of states and governments (4,12). The BRI integrates multiple components to provide a comprehensive assessment, incorporating indicators, such as UN voting coincidence, that are often used independently to evaluate bilateral relations. Unlike other contemporary multicomponent measures (Diehl et al. 2021; Goertz et al. 2023), the BRI includes both conflictual and non-conflictual elements, emphasizes the observation of changes in specific relationships over time, and relies minimally on self-generated data. 
Data on engagement in military conflict (destimulant) were derived from the UCDP Dyadic Dataset, accessed March 14, 2025 (Davies et al. 2025). The UCDP defines an interstate armed conflict as a contested incompatibility over government and/or territory in which the use of armed force between two parties, at least one being the government of a state, results in a minimum of 25 battle-related deaths within a calendar year. For the purposes of this indicator, only conflicts involving state governments on both sides were considered. Conflicts were classified based on their character, distinguishing cases in which state governments acted as the primary (direct) party from those in which they participated as a secondary party by supporting a conflict in another territory. The intensity of the conflict was also considered. According to the UCDP, conflicts are classified as minor if they result in 25 to 999 battle-related deaths in a given year, and as war if they result in 1,000 or more battle-related deaths within the same period. Based on these variables, the following weights were assigned: 1 for a war between two primary parties; 0.75 for a minor conflict between two primary parties or a war between a primary and a secondary party; 0.5 for a minor conflict between a primary and a secondary party; and 0.25 for a war or minor conflict between two secondary parties.
The arms transfers and sales indicator (stimulant) is calculated as the sum of arms exports and imports between countries A and B, based on data from the SIPRI Arms Transfers Database, accessed March 12, 2025 (SIPRI, n.d.). The indicator also incorporates arms transfers to third countries engaged in conflict, which are interpreted as signaling negative relations with the opposing party to that conflict. Drawing on the UCDP Dyadic Dataset (Davies et al. 2025), the total volume of arms transfers and sales to a state in conflict with the country under examination is subtracted from the indicator. This approach makes it possible to capture the stimulating effect of direct arms transfers and sales, as well as the destimulating effect of supplying arms to the adversary of a state engaged in an armed dispute. In the case of arms sales and transfers to states engaged in conflict, the conflicts were weighted as follows: 1 for wars between two primary parties; 0.5 for minor conflicts between two primary parties or wars involving a minor and a secondary party; and 0.25 for minor conflicts between a minor and a secondary party.
The political–military alliances indicator (stimulant) was derived from the Correlates of War Formal Interstate Alliance Dataset (Gibler 2009). Since the database covers only the period up to 2012, data for the subsequent years were compiled manually from available sources, primarily governmental. No new alliances or terminations of existing ones were observed after 2012, compared to the situation recorded in the dataset. Within the index, the presence of defense or offense agreements was coded as 1, and their absence as 0. 
The sanctions indicator (destimulant) was derived from the Global Sanctions Database (Felbermayr et al. 2020), accessed on March 12, 2025, and constructed as the sum of mutual sanctions, including arms, military assistance, trade, financial, travel, and other sanctions. 
The diplomatic rupture indicator (destimulant) was generated partly through manual coding. First, all dyadic relations were verified by examining the existence of diplomatic ties between each pair of states, drawing on the Diplometrics Diplomatic Representation dataset (Moyer et al. 2022) and the Correlates of War Diplomatic Exchange dataset (Bayer 2006). Cases indicating a lack of diplomatic relations (values between 0 and 0.125 in the Diplomatic Representation dataset and 0 in the Diplomatic Exchange dataset) were qualitatively verified in order to identify evidence for breaking diplomatic relations. Breaking of diplomatic relations was coded as -1, otherwise, the indicator was coded as 0 (neutral). Additionally, cases classified as 0.0 (Expelled, Recalled, Withdrawn) in the Diplomatic Representation dataset, where breaking of diplomatic relations was not observed, were coded as 0.5 to indicate diplomatic crisis.
The preferential trade agreements indicator (stimulant) was estimated using the WTO Regional Trade Agreements Database (WTO, n.d.), accessed on May 6, 2025. A value of 1 was coded when an agreement existed between the states, with the date of signing used as the relevant point in time rather than the date of entry into force. 
The UN Voting Coincidence indicator (stimulant) was derived from the UN Voting Coincidence dataset, using UNGA Coincidence Scores as Time Series (PardeeCenterIFs, n.d.), accessed on April 29, 2025. The data reflect the degree of voting convergence between two states, expressed as percentages.
The foreign visits by heads of state and government indicator (stimulant) was derived from the Country & Organization Leader Travel database (Moyer et al. 2025), accessed on April 16, 2025. The indicator is expressed as the total number of visits in a given year by key diplomatic figures, including Presidents, Prime Ministers, Chancellors, Kings, General Secretaries, Ministers, Secretaries, and Commissioners, from country A to country B and vice versa.
The estimation of the relationship patterns across all dyads, using years as the unit of analysis, was performed using the BRI, a tool within the spectrum of multidimensional comparative analysis that integrates all the indicators described above. All diagnostic variables were standardized by converting destimulants into stimulants through the calculation of their inverse values (Suchecki and Lewandowska-Gwarda 2010). The varying characteristics of the variables prevented their direct comparison, aggregation, and estimation. To ensure comparability, the data were normalized through standardization, following the procedure outlined by Panek (Panek 2009). Finally, the indices were calculated based on weighted averages, using the previously generated weights determined during the interviews, for all timeframes and dyads. 
Empirical analysis/Results
Figure 1 below presents all the dyads of bilateral relationships within the sample which involve France. All the relationships exhibit substantial fluctuations, which implies multiple mutual interests and active engagement. By contrast, peripheral relationships, where the parties do not consider each other significant partners, tend to show flatter trajectories due to the absence of points of tension.	

Figure 1: Bilateral Relations of France as Measured by the BRI
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Source: Own estimation

The second key general finding, concerning the comparison of all relationships, relates to their gradation. In this context, comparing the initial and final points of each trajectory offers the most informative perspective. Table 1 presents the BRI scores and trend line values for all relationships in 1992, marking the end of the Cold War, and in 2023, a period of heightened global tensions following, among other factors, the outbreak of the war in Ukraine, an era some scholars refer to as the ‘new Cold War,’ specifically highlighting the competition between the United States and China (Brands and Gaddis 2021; Buzan 2024). 
Table 1: BRI Scores and Trend Line Values for France’s Bilateral Relationships in 1992 and 2023
	1992
	2023

	Country
	BRI score
	Trend line value
	Country
	BRI score
	Trend line value

	Germany
	0,882562746
	0,954016325
	Germany
	1,310354824
	1,328837555

	United Kingdom
	0,791517299
	0,763189101
	United Kingdom
	0,736392865
	0,83588538

	Turkey
	0,360034878
	0,481072383
	Turkey
	0,47759251
	0,575909757

	USA
	0,279978503
	0,204272216
	Ukraine
	0,413830431
	0,331903585

	Japan
	-0,00382075
	-0,110303791
	Japan
	0,341443049
	0,157469598

	Russia
	-0,059935171
	0,037820409
	USA
	0,181844073
	0,262594378

	Ukraine
	-0,063555408
	-0,225715713
	India
	0,001132522
	0,036069491

	Brazil
	-0,116613368
	-0,093469415
	Brazil
	-0,151484006
	-0,157824298

	India
	-0,138334795
	-0,283399579
	China
	-0,167830484
	-0,128961359

	Nigeria
	-0,230846568
	-0,195945668
	Nigeria
	-0,196907369
	-0,141591314

	China
	-0,258881042
	-0,154857458
	Russia
	-0,506637924
	-0,169240964


Source: Own estimation
With respect to the ranking of relationships, the changes are relatively modest, with most countries maintaining similar or broadly comparable positions. Consistently, France’s closest partners within the sample are Germany and the United Kingdom. While the United Kingdom maintained a similar level of engagement in 2023 as in 1992, France’s relationship with Germany experienced a substantial improvement. Despite multiple tensions and diplomatic estrangements, France’s third-closest partner remains Turkey. Contrary to expectations, the measured quality of the relationship has actually improved. The most substantial changes in the ranking of specific relationships involve Ukraine (+3) and Russia (−5), largely reflecting the conflict between the two countries since 2014 and France’s alignment with Ukraine. In terms of BRI scores, Japan exhibits a substantial increase; however, the change appears less pronounced when considering trend line values. A slight decrease in the BRI score between France and the United States can be observed, however, the trend line indicates an overall increase. The relationship with China has shown slight improvement despite U.S.–China tensions. It should be noted, however, that China entered the post-Cold War period under Western, including French, sanctions following the Tian’anmen events, so the initial values were relatively low. 
Thirdly, it should be noted that the dispersion of BRI scores across the sample has increased over the 32-year period under analysis. The difference between the highest and lowest BRI scores involving France was 1.14 in 1992 and 1.82 in 2023, representing a 60% increase. When comparing the values predicted by the trend line, the difference rose from 1.24 in 1992 to 1.50 in 2023, corresponding to a 21% increase. Admittedly, the increased differences are largely driven by a substantial improvement in relations with Germany and a significant deterioration with Russia. Nevertheless, they provide robust evidence of the growth of global tensions in the early 2020s compared to the early 1990s.   
The data for all specific relationships examined in this study, along with the corresponding charts, are available in the dataset, including yearly fluctuations and trend line values for the entire study period. When considering France’s relationships with its allies, the relationship with the United States remained stable in the long term and, according to the trend line, in fact improved slightly—by 0.06. Considering short- and mid-term trends, a downward trajectory is observed from 2000, reaching a low point in 2005, followed by an upward trend from 2006 and subsequent stabilization, with minor declines in the early 2010s and early 2020s. The relationships with the United Kingdom and Germany were both strongly positive throughout the period under study. With the United Kingdom, the long-term trend indicates a slight improvement of 0.07 according to the trend line, suggesting overall stability. Short- and mid-term trends were not particularly pronounced, with the largest spike occurring in 2019, followed by a subsequent correction. In contrast, the relationship with Germany exhibited the most pronounced long-term improvement, increasing by 0.37 according to the trend line. The fluctuations in the measure were pronounced, which is typical for countries with highly intensive relationships, characterized by occasional peaks and troughs followed by corrections. The highest point occurred in 2014, followed by a gradual return to earlier levels, while maintaining a long-term upward trend. 
Turkey is the final formal ally of France within the sample. According to the BRI, the relationship between the two has remained stable over the long term, with a slight improvement reflected both in the annual BRI scores for 1992 and 2023 and in the trend line values. Admittedly, only during the first half of the 1990s were the estimated values somewhat lower. Throughout the remainder of the study period, the relationship remained strongly positive, with only minor fluctuations. This suggests that structural cooperation within NATO and economic ties outweighed episodic political disputes.
France’s relationship with Russia, in contrast, experienced the most significant decline over the study period, decreasing by 0.45 according to annual BRI scores and by 0.21 according to trend line values. Although the decline in France’s BRI score with Russia is smaller than that observed for other Western countries, it remains significant. The relatively stable long-term relationship, despite several minor peaks followed by corrections, began to change after 2014. The period immediately following Russia’s annexation of Crimea was marked by a decline and subsequent correction. However, since 2019, the BRI score has been gradually decreasing. In contrast, France’s relationship with Ukraine is almost a mirror image in the opposite direction of its relationship with Russia. From 1992 to 2013, the relationship was very stable at a slightly negative level, typical of a neutral, low-intensity relationship. A significant increase was observed beginning in 2014, and the BRI scores have remained relatively high since then, with only minor fluctuations in either direction. 
mong the Indo-Pacific countries in the sample, Japan is by far France’s closest partner. Interestingly, despite both countries belonging to the global West, the BRI remained slightly below zero for most of the period under analysis, generally indicating neutral relations. Following a few isolated peaks, the relationship began to improve more consistently in the 2010s, particularly since 2018. Since then, the BRI values for the France–Japan relationship have remained consistently positive. Over the long term, the relationship has also shown a relatively substantial improvement. A long-term improvement has also been observed in France’s relationship with India. Similar to Japan, the BRI scores for this dyad were consistently negative for most of the period and slightly lower than those with Japan. The scores began to increase in the mid-2010s, peaking in 2021, followed by a correction, but they have remained above zero. 
France’s relationship with China is particularly noteworthy in the context of the growing US–China rivalry since the 2010s and France’s alliance with the United States. In 1992, the BRI score for France’s relationship with China was the lowest in the entire sample, but it subsequently improved to levels comparable with those for Japan. Only since 2020 has the relationship deteriorated noticeably, and it has remained at a lower level despite subsequent stabilization. 
Relations with Brazil did not experience major swings in either direction, suggesting a less intense relationship. A stronger upward trend was observed only in 2008 and 2009, followed by a correction that brought the relationship back to slightly below zero. Although Africa is considered one of France’s priority regions, the BRI for the relationship with Nigeria indicates low-intensity, neutral relations, with very minor fluctuations and only a slight long-term improvement.

Discussion
The estimation of the BRI for France’s relationships with several of the world’s most important actors yields a number of key observations that not only validate the accuracy of the index and confirm widely held assumptions about France’s global standing and foreign policy, but also illuminate several previously unexplored aspects. These findings can be categorized into more general observations, derived from an analysis of overall trends and comparisons of BRI across different dyads, and more specific insights concerning individual relationships. 
Considering France’s bilateral relationships in general, almost all exhibited noticeable fluctuations. Some remained stable over the long term, while others experienced gradual improvement or deterioration. The significant fluctuations in the BRI with many countries confirm the widely held argument regarding France’s strong global engagement (Rieker 2017). Graphs representing relationships of limited significance tend to be flat, as conflicting interests are uncommon between countries that lie beyond each other’s strategic horizon. Among France’s bilateral relationships, only the relationship with Nigeria remains relatively flat throughout the entire period, which can be explained by the relatively limited mutual interests between the two countries. Although Africa is considered one of France’s priority regions, its engagement is concentrated in North Africa and Francophone West and Central Africa, excluding Nigeria. This does not mean that the relationship is non-existent or peripheral, but rather less intensive compared with other countries in the sample. Relatively limited fluctuations were also observed in France’s relationship with Brazil, another geographically distant country. Apart from these cases, all other relationships exhibited more pronounced fluctuations, confirming France’s strong global presence. 
Another general observation concerns France’s priority areas, specifically Europe. Since 2020, the United Kingdom is no longer an EU member state, coinciding with a significant drop in the BRI for this dyad. Despite these developments, both the UK and Germany, two of France’s European allies within NATO, remain its closest partners by a considerable margin. In particular, the relationship with Germany has experienced consistent and significant improvement over the years, coinciding with the progress of European integration. BRI estimations thus confirm the widely held argument regarding the priority France attaches to Europe, reflecting the obvious convergence of interests, as well as numerous social, economic, and human connections. “Similarly, the relationship with Turkey, another European NATO member, has generally been positive and, despite occasional tensions, has been stronger in most years than that with the United States, further supporting the argument regarding the priority of European affairs in France’s foreign policy. 
The final general observation arises from the widening gap between France’s weakest and strongest relationships, which has increased significantly over time. This observation is partly linked to Russian aggression against Ukraine and the corresponding decline in the BRI score for the France–Russia dyad. However, this decline has not been overwhelming—the BRI score for France–Russia relations in 2023 was only 0.25 lower than the BRI score for France–China relations in 1992. Although the sample in this study is limited to only 11 dyads, these patterns likely reflect a broader increase in global tensions and the renewed prominence of realist dynamics in international relations. This finding is hardly revolutionary, but the fact that the BRI captures widely accepted trends in contemporary international relations supports its validity as a measurement tool. The widening gap between France’s most cooperative and most conflictual dyads after 2014 aligns with neorealist arguments regarding the re-emergence of polarity-driven competition (Zhang 2023). The fact that France’s alignments sharpened in response to major systemic shocks, namely war in Ukraine and recent great power rivalry, impies the role structural factors on the trajectories of bilateral relations of France, at least in reference to some of them. 
The war in Ukraine represents one of the most significant milestones in international relations during the period under analysis, particularly from a European perspective. Initially marked by the annexation of Crimea and the onset of hybrid war in 2014, and subsequently by the outbreak of full-scale war in 2022, these developments reshaped Europe’s security architecture and reoriented multiple states’ perceptions of the international arena, including that of France. This shift is evident at the declaratory level, with Russia now described in French strategic documents as a threat (Republique Francaise 2025), and also in various relationship indicators measured by the BRI, most directly concerning the two directly engaged states – Russia and Ukraine. The BRI for the relationship with Russia has been declining steadily since 2019, following an earlier drop from 2016 and a subsequent partial recovery. This suggests that the annexation of Crimea did not result in an immediate deterioration of the relationship; measurable declines occurred only after several years, consistent with numerous expert assessments noting that the approach once advocated by President Macron emphasized dialogue with Russia as the primary means of dispute resolution (Maślanka 2021). Since 2019, the relationship has been steadily deteriorating, with the pace of decline accelerating further after 2022, although the relationship between Russia and other Western powers became even worse. n turn, France’s relationship with Ukraine experienced a significant improvement in 2014 and 2015 and has remained relatively stable since then. A comparison of trends in France’s relationships with Russia and Ukraine indicates that, since the annexation of Crimea, France adopted an unequivocally pro-Ukrainian stance, yet only several years later chose to limit its ties and interactions with Russia. Considering other relationships under study, the outbreak of full-scale war in Ukraine coincides with a period of increasing BRI with Germany and decreasing BRI with India. Although these changes are not entirely conclusive and may be influenced by other factors, it is notable that France and Germany share security concerns over Russia’s aggressive behavior in Ukraine, whereas India, unlike Western countries, has adopted a more neutral stance and benefited from discounted gas prices offered by Russia (Warren and Ganguly 2022).  
The second global trend potentially influencing France’s bilateral relations concerns the growing rivalry between the United States and China. The rivalry is expected to influence France’s relations with China, consistent with the assumption that ‘allies, in order to effectively deter external threats, are required to clearly signal their commitments by aligning their foreign policy (Lee et al. 2025, 1).’ Although France cannot be considered the closest of the United States’ NATO allies—an observation corroborated by the BRI for the US-France relationship, the BRI for the France-China dyad has exhibited a noticeable deterioration since 2020, and for the entire period under analysis, it has never been positive. As always, multiple factors may contribute to this deterioration, not necessarily linked to US–China tensions or France’s alignment with the United States. The same period coincides with the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, whose impact remains ambiguous: on one hand, the virus is believed to have originated in China, while on the other, France received medical assistance from China. This period also saw the emergence of the so-called ‘battle of narratives’ between China and France (Tran 2023). Tensions, among other things, centered on matters such as Taiwan (Tran 2024) and Hong Kong security laws (Made 2020). There may therefore be multiple reasons for the recent deterioration, or possibly a combination of factors, with bloc solidarity within the Western alliance representing at least one potential explanation.   
As noted regarding France-US relations, the most significant variation is a downward trend between 2000 and 2005, interrupted only by a single upswing in 2004. Some deterioration could have been anticipated during this period, but slightly later it became more pronounced in connection with differing views regarding the 2003 Iraq War (Cogan 2004). “In turn, global sympathy toward the United States and support from both allies and non-allies following the 9/11 terrorist attacks in 2001 led to an expectation of an improved relationship. The BRI did not capture the deterioration frequently anticipated following Donald Trump’s assumption of the US presidency in 2017 (Blanc 2024). Some deterioration, although not pronounced, was observed only in 2020, the final year of Trump’s first term in office. Such observations, partly diverging from expectations, may have several explanations. Most prominently, they could reflect a certain level of inaccuracy inherent in attempts to measure bilateral relations. Alternatively, expectations, often derived from public speeches, may not capture the full reality of bilateral relations, particularly among allies with deep institutional links at multiple levels, which are less susceptible to conspicuous yet superficial political statements or controversies.
At least some fluctuations in France’s BRI with other allies can be attributed to specific milestone events or turning points. For example, the BRI for the relationship with Great Britain experienced a pronounced decline in 2020, the year of Brexit. dmittedly, this decline was preceded by a two-year upward trend, which persisted after the Brexit vote, yet the 2020 BRI fell below levels recorded since 2007. The relationship with Germany, despite a generally positive trend, exhibited a pronounced peak in 2015. In the BRI, this measurement was largely influenced by an increased number of high-level visits on both sides. It is, however, difficult to attribute this year to a specific turning point; rather, it should be interpreted as a striking example of the overall closeness between the two countries. According to the BRI, the relationship with Turkey was generally positive, despite occasional tensions noted in the ‘France in International Relations’ section. This pattern may reflect the mutual importance of both countries as European NATO members, the significance of institutional and interpersonal links, and the often superficial nature of political statements. Although the relationship showed an upward trend in the 1990s, it remained largely stable overall.
Some of the most pronounced long-term positive changes in the BRI were recorded for France’s relationships with Japan and India. With Japan, the trend has been particularly pronounced since 2018. In January of that year, representatives of both countries described the relationship as an ‘exceptional partnership.’ “Both countries assert that they share values such as freedom, democracy, human rights, and the rule of law, and they hold annual summits and strategic dialogues, including under the 2+2 framework, which involves their Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Defence (Ministère de l’Europe et des Affaires étrangères, n.d.-b). The upward trend appears to reflect the diplomatic and political engagement of recent years. A long-term upward trend was also observed in the relationship between France and India. Both countries have developed collaboration across various sectors, particularly in technology and security. The latter is exemplified by the 2016 Rafale deal (Barma and Sinha 2023), although the partnership dates back much earlier. For example, France was not among the Western states that imposed sanctions on India in response to its 1998 nuclear test. Interestingly, the BRI for this relationship recorded a moderate increase, which was only recently interrupted by a decline in the BRI score, potentially linked to India’s continued cooperation with Russia.

Conclusions
The analysis of France’s bilateral relations using BRI led on the one hand to confirmation of anticipated developments and processes, but also shed new light on some relationship, contrary to qualitative expectations. The findings confirm France’s high level of activity in international relations, characterized by fluctuations across most bilateral relationships, thereby corroborating the widely held view of its global engagement and presence. The results of the empirical analysis further confirm France’s enduring strategic anchoring within Europe and the transatlantic community. France’s closest and most intensive relationships throughout 1992–2023 remain those with Germany and the United Kingdom, underscoring the centrality of European cooperation in its foreign policy. Despite occasional political tensions, the relationship with Turkey has remained consistently positive, suggesting that structural cooperation, institutional links, and security interdependence outweigh episodic political disputes. On the other hand, it is not surprising that, despite France’s membership in the transatlantic partnership, its relationship with the United States, although consistently positive except for a single BRI score in 2005, has remained at a lower level than its relationships with European partners. 
The study clearly indicates a major shift in France’s stance toward Russia and Ukraine. Relations with Russia have been deteriorating since 2014, and especially sharply since 2022, whereas relations with Ukraine have improved substantially over the same period, reflecting both the conflict between the two countries and France’s position regarding it. On the other hand, France does not appear to follow the United States’ lead in its relationship with China. While the relationship with China has remained volatile and never fully positive, it has experienced a noticeable deterioration since 2020, likely influenced by the growing US–China rivalry and bilateral tensions; however, the decline in the BRI score remains modest. 
Outside of Europe, France’s partnerships with India and Japan have strengthened significantly since the mid-2010s, reflecting a strategic focus on the Indo-Pacific region, which is among France’s priority areas. In contrast, relationships with Brazil and Nigeria were characterized by low intensity, remaining relatively stable and neutral over the study period, likely reflecting the limited scope of mutual interests compared with other major powers.
Taken together, the findings support a mixed-theoretical interpretation. Considering all relationships over the entire time frame, the growing gap between the highest and lowest BRI scores in the sample provides evidence of increasing global tensions and the re-emergence of realist dynamics in international relations since the early 2010s, although such a conclusion would require further study involving a larger number of relationships. On the other hand, the resilience of intra-European relationships supports liberal institutionalist arguments. Stable elements of French foreign policy, rooted in national identity and political culture, align with constructivist scholarship, although certain recent reorientations in France’s foreign policy in response to growing threats, particularly from Russia, are better explained by realist reasoning. The BRI thus not only maps empirical fluctuations but also highlights which theoretical mechanisms are most salient in explaining France’s bilateral trajectories.
The results demonstrate that the BRI is capable of capturing both long-term alignments and short-term shocks, thereby validating its usefulness as a tool for the quantitative assessment of bilateral relations. Specifically, most qualitative expectations concerning France’s specific bilateral relationships have been accurately reflected in the BRI. Nevertheless, not all potential turning points are directly reflected in the BRI, such as tensions with Turkey or divergences with the United States over the Iraq War. These discrepancies may stem from mistaken expectations, from enduring institutional links that mitigate episodic disputes, or from a certain level of inaccuracy in the BRI, which, like any model, is based on simplifications and captures only a limited number of aspects of bilateral relationships. Quantitative models used to study international relations are also typically subject to potential data biases. Even though widely accepted datasets were used, they may still omit certain information, such as non-public arms transfers. Moreover, the weights of the indicators, although determined by experts rather than the authors, are not entirely objective. Nevertheless, despite these limitations, we argue that the BRI has proven useful in examining France’s bilateral relations and could potentially be applied to the study of any dyad in international relations.
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