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The article is dedicated to the determination of the essence of vegetable products market and the main features of its functioning in the
modern  market  conditions.  The  current  level  of  open  soil  vegetables  production  in  Poltava  region  is  analyzed.  The  structure  of  the  main
channels of this product sale by the agrarian organizations is considered. The possible ways of the filling in the market by the necessary
quantity of ecologically clean, fresh and delicious vegetables are proposed by the author

 .       
,       ,   

 .   ,      
       ,     

    ,        
     .

 ,          
   ,        

    ,       
  ,     

 .   ,      
          , 

     , ,      .
   , ,    ,    2007 .

         ,   118 
  161  [6, . 434].
 '    ,        
           

   .
    .     

          
  ,  , ,  . . [1],  . . [2], 

. . [3],  . . [4]  .
,      , ,    

       
,     ,   
        

    .
  .      

          
    ,      

        .
  .      

     ,      , 
         -

            
.

       .  -
          ,    ,

  -        .
           



     ,     
     .

 ,    , , , , , ,
, , , , ,  ,  ,  ’  

           ,     
           

    .
         

  .
        1990  2008 .   

,        2008 .    1990 . 
   97,88 %          [5, . 105].
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  2008  .   31,82  %     1990  .,     2007  .  
  5,5 % ( . 1).

     . 1 ,       
  1990 – 2008 .   ,    

    138,6  /   1990 .  172,3  /   2008 .,   24,31 %.

 1
         

 ,
1995 – 2008 . [5, . 87, 99, 102, 104, 112]

1990 2005 2006 2007 2008

2008 .
 % 

1990 .
 , .   21 22 22 21 22 104,76

, / 138,6 162,7 189,3 187,6 172,3 124,31
,   
, . 21 22 22 21 22 104,76

 , . 286 350 409 399 377 131,82
 

  
, 

162,6 223,8 264,3 260,3 248,5 152,83

,   2006 .,     , 
       ,       

  .
            

 1990  .         163     ,    2008  .
          248,5 ,     



 2006 .,          264,3  
.

, ,     -  
    2008 .  134,8       [5, .  313],  83,7 % 
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 1990 – 2006 .,    ,   2007 . [5, . 94].
           ,  
        .

         , 
 1991 – 2008 .        .

          
,          

, ,     ,    
   -  ,  ,  ,

 ,   ,     ( . 2).
   . 2,  2008 .   33,9 %  

       , 14,1 % - ,   0,8
% -  .
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   1991 – 2008 . [5, . 96] (%    )
 :

  

1991 27,6 9,7 7,5 55,2
1995 23,0 29,9 21,7 25,4
2000 8,1 35,3 40,9 15,7
2001 8,6 24,8 39,3 27,3
2002 0,1 20,2 33,9 45,8
2003 1,0 23,4 35,6 40,0
2004 0,4 8,2 38,2 53,2
2005 - 15,9 34,0 50,1
2006 26,3 14,1 25,7 33,9
2007 - 13,3 23,5 63,2
2008 0,8 33,9 14,1 51,2
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