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Summary 

Yavors’ka T. 
Tavria State Agrotechnological University 

 
SPECIALIZATION IN ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY  
OF MILK PRODUCTION FORMING FOR FARMS 

 
he milk production efficiency analysis on Ukrainian farms was 

conducted. The influence of farm specialization on the milk production efficiency 
in some natural and economic zones of Ukraine was considered. 

Key words: specialization of production, farms, milk production, 
economic efficiency. 
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