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Recent work on agro-food global value chains (GVCs) has shown that there is significant variation in the participation both across agro-food sectors and across countries (Greenville, Kawasaki and Beaujeu, 2017a forthcoming). A large part of the observed differences is explained by structural and product characteristics, but not all. Large variations in regional participation and those within different sectors point to a strong influence of government policy on patterns of GVC engagement and the trade of agro-food products within GVCs.
Greenville Kawasaki and Beaujeu, (2017a) show that both trade and domestic agricultural policies influence participation and the benefits derived from that participation. Restrictive and distortive trade and domestic policies have negative influences on agro-food GVCs, including those in areas outside agriculture such as those related to services trade (Greenville, Kawasaki and Beaujeu, 2017a forthcoming). However, the relationship between the effects of reforms to agricultural trade and domestic policies and GVC related outcomes remains unclear. 
Measuring policy reforms on agricultural trade and economies has been extensively studied through applications of various computable general equilibrium (CGE) models (see, for example but not limited to: Bouët et al., 2005; Francois, van Meijl and van Tongeren 2005; Tokarick, 2008; Bouët and Laborde, 2009; Anderson, Cockburn and Martin, 2011; OECD, 2016;2006). However, the links between reforms of the way in which agro-food products are traded through GVCs and subsequent changes in GVC patterns have not been explored. 
Recent analysis by the OECD (2016) has shown that trade reforms can influence the agro-food GVC trade in aggregate, but the effects differ at the country level. Assessments of various levels of trade reform found that trade in intermediate products between developing countries is most hampered by current policies and thereby the development of GVCs in these countries could be significantly hampered in the absence of reform (OECD, 2016).
[bookmark: _GoBack]This study seeks to explore the effects of policy reform on GVC participation and the benefits created from doing so across 18 agro-food sectors and across a range of different countries. To gain better insight into the impact of reform, while considering the general equilibrium effects created, this study uses the OECD METRO model (OECD, 2015) to explore the effects of agricultural trade and domestic policy reform on GVC participation, employment and domestic value added creation. The approach will be to construct various reform scenarios, evaluate them in the context of the CGE model, and using the updated trade and production results, determine the impact on GVC participation, employment and domestic value added by comparing the base ICIO with the post reform ICIO (constructing the ICIO following the approach set out in Greenville, Kawasaki and Beaujeu, 2017b forthcoming).
The analysis considers a range of differing policy reforms, focussing on reforms to agricultural trade and domestic support policies (a range from full liberalisation to partial reforms with varying degrees of developing country involvement). Reforms to trade policies in other sectors of the economy are also included. These scenarios are explored as a combination of separate and additive reform experiments, in particular, combining the agricultural trade and domestic support reform scenarios (with and without trade reforms in sectors outside of agriculture). 
GVC participation is explored through estimates of ‘vertical specialisation’ and domestic value added generation from GVC participation. To date, different approaches have been used to characterise the participation of a country in GVCs. The most commonly applied approach is that to calculate an indicator of vertical specialisation. This indicator was first described by Hummels et al. (2001) and later refined by Koopman et al. (2011). This approach defines value chain participation in terms of the origin of the value added embodied in exports both looking backward and forward from a reference country: backward when it comes to foreign value added embodied in exports; and forward when relates to domestic value added used as inputs to produce exports in the destination country. Such indicators have been calculated by using harmonised systems of inter-country input-output tables (ICIOs) (as in Timmer et al. 2012; OECD 2013a; OECD 2013b; and UNCTAD 2013). The OECD TiVA database released in 2013 and updated in 2015 is based on this approach and provides, amongst other indicators, a decomposition of gross trade flows into various types of foreign and domestic value added. These indicators, however, have limitations. They represent average results for industries with often very heterogeneous firm structures (or farm types) with some firms solely serving domestic markets and others specialising in exports. 
Broadly, the backward participation index is measured as the share of foreign value added that is included in the total export value of a country. The forward GVC participation index is measured as the share of a country’s value added arising from its own exports included in exports of other countries (both direct and indirect). The indexes measure very different forms of engagement. For example, a country that is predominantly assembling products into final goods and subsequently exporting these will have a strong backward participation index but a small forward participation measure. Conversely, a country which predominantly supplies intermediates to an assembler will have a strong forward participation indicator but a small backward participation measure. These participation measures therefore give us a metric of engagement in the form of buying from (backward participation) and selling to (forward participation) GVCs – in other words, the demand and supply sides of the value chain activity. Differences across countries in forward and backward participation can then be analysed to explore the structural and policy determinants that underpin engagement in GVCs.
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