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Summary 
          The  basic  ways  of  the  productivity  are  reflected  productions  of  milk, that  
determine  his  effieiency, increase  of  level  of  production. The tendencies of the 
dynamics of the number of dairy cattle and its effect on the output of the industry in 
certain types of farms and natural economic zones. The essence and the main function 
of the food market , the factors of the regional distribution of production of milk, 
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allowing the cost-effectiveness and areas of scientific and technological advances in 
dairy farming . 
          Key words: economic efficiency, total production of milk, dairy cattle, 
productivity, profitability. 
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