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Abstract : The impact of fertilization on water use eficiency (WUE) of winter wheat on dry-land of Loess
Plateau was researched through observing the factors about water use efficiency under different fertilization
treatments. The results show that increasng nitrogen application decreased the leaf WUE in prior period
of growing periods but increased it in later period and increased the LA of wheat. There was no obvious
impactson lesf WUE and LA by increasng the phosphatefertilizer. Increasing nitrogen application signif-
icantly increased WU E in level of biomass and yield by increasng biomass and field of wheat and more
phosphate fertilizer application increased the biomass and yield but was no sgnificant impactson WUE in
level of biomass and yield. Correlation analys s between biomass, yield, LA| and WU E were sgnificantly
correlated because of increasing the LA | of wheat by fertilizing and then increas ng the photosynthetic effi-
ciency of population and accumulation of dry matter and increasing the WU E finally.
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