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Abstract: The mechanism of agricultural policy bank has defects caused by its financial and public
financial nature that can not be dealt properly with in the course of its operation. These defects
include single fund source, low credit funds quality, high funds risks, narrow scope of business
and inferior economic result etc. This paper, on the basis of the positive and normative analysis of
its operation mechanism, brings forward certain suggestions on how to couple the financial
functions of agricultural policy bank. It suggests that agricultural policy bank should follow the
common laws of bank management and pay attention to its finance nature, meanwhile, and it
should not be a competitive bank and embodies its public finance in order to organically unify its
dual nature.
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