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Summary 
The problems of efficiency of vegetable production in greenhouses have been 

considered. The definition of marketing of product quality and its processes 
components have been clarified. It was proved that implementation of marketing of 
product quality for vegetable production in greenhouses would provide necessary 
quality product for consumers, differentiation of product, its pricing and promotion, 
information provision for consumers and society about the advantages of product, 
would serve for growth of product competitiveness and efficiency of its production.  

ey words: quality, marketing, cimpetitiveness, horticultural grenhouse 
products, differentiation, pricing, efficiency, profit.  
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