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H. SDS 5 b iy BV E A gy, Mo, R THB S

HHILE, TR RS S ), RS JOHLAS Bl e BAR FLRR e MR 2.

REER HAUREE, SRS, T B aRE

ZRAES 0939.91

TPLENEELA (Western blotting) K5 2 i
VKGRI AL “7 A7 WLES O 1 — b A 3 9 20 0 4
A, FLRBURAE VRS St 52 25 b A 3 gl v ik« Pt
JRERPTARSEIH 2y, IR, ZZrhRE AL
AN A E R R, W Rg T E AT
B, S EEAET AT SDS, =i SDS ki
M2 /b. Gerh i th SDS A7 /L 5 Bl 2 55 ]
HESCMR ENES . t,  FRATT 2070 I F 1 R 4
Wik, LT = MOert RGEAEART I R K = 1
IR 2 5.

1 #MRF7%
11 #FsFnsts

NGRS HL-60 400, fis B 7 8%
F%. Miniprotean Il HL¥KAH . Transblot SD }-T¥#
FEFN 5 %2 . Goat AntirMouse IgG (H+ L) &
Immurr Blot PVDF 4 Bio- Rad 22 7] /= . H AL
PG EE R A1 SDS 1 [ CALBIOCHEM. ECL™ Kit
(M2 BB &) W H: Amersham Pharma
cia Biotech A 7); L4713 K i 45 20 ki,

1.2 A&
1.2.1  SDS- ZRE A MG BE G bl Lk e A i A0 2
A0 A0 L 0 N 3 R AL BV (£ 4% SDS . 10%

I ZFE . 1 mmol/L EDTA . 20 mmol/L Tris .

pH 8.0) 402 % 4 1 x 10° 4~/ 11, 100 C hn#4
3 min. b. HLJK: SFASEG A E ARk, HED
U7 € I i A A0 L O L RE R 7.5 % 10° A
E£L, 200 V {ERH K 40 min.

1.2.2 . BB EMHE: a % 25 mmol/L
Tris, 191 mmol/ L H 2{ 88, 20% H' %1 ¥ # 2% vy
L 1I; b. % 25 mmol/L Tris, 191 mmol/ L H % &,
0.1%SDS, 20% WELH B ZZ M ( Bio Rad 2 7
EE U ) e 7% 48 mmol/L Tris, 39 mmol/L
HE®, 0.037%SDS, 20% it 5 5 22 ph il .
e R RS IR PV DF B4 1) T = b 5 7% 2% ph
F13230 30 min. 577 A% Bio-Rad 2 T- ¥ 48 2
Ul P,

1.2.3 EIZF: PVDF BE T 5% BRI (%
T-PBS) #&ifl 4 h. BTN Bek2 IgG A 5% Jlitfi
Wk ep A LAWK EE R 0.5 mg/ L, FI L4 2 h
PBS- Tween20 PEMKE 3 ¥%, 4% 10 min . 250 ml. ¢
PR HRP 25544 1: 3 000 A 5% MG @3k o,
FiR g A 2 h. PBSTween20 PEBE 3 W, & K
10 min . 250 ml. #&A G U BEEAT ECL .

2 HR5E

RN RS O MR T 2 TR A I U
SED=4) Bek 2 SRR EN R &5 R LB 1 R 2: &
WHIRE TR L, 19 0. 1% SDS [2% b R il
Bek 2 $RAF I EN IR 4415 B 5 59 T AN SDS Bl & i kit
SDS 453, KW SDS (87 &t ] F %50 Bek 2
IS B g4, WA PR FERS ik teis, T8
¥ (K2 Frdmim e B TieEs (K, 8
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G RANRRHIORAS, R AEAET 0. 1% SDS [1) 5%
P O bk 28 b 22 0 BE B .

1 2 3
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e b -

E1 iBE
200 mA fRHRE 3 h, 12 AESDSEMIER: 2 &
0.037% SDS A & 3: % 0. 19%SDS Lk &,

1 2 3
g - -
B2 $FHEB

10 V {HIEH® 30 min. 1: AFHSDS AR, 2: &
0.037% SDS ZEppfA &; 3: & 0. 1%SDS ik &,

Gl EPRIE L) 2 N T8R4 B ARG
{EU6] RESe Rk BRI B [, A ) 5 26 e 8 46
IERF=4), EAFAE RIBIEARE IOE L, B8 ik
BB R IR R — DA BRI . ASCs
REWNAEHRB P, SDS MAEAE ] 46 J 56 A )
), (HEERMBIN R A RNLs A e ) ETHBY
T A L AT KR 45 e e B I ) R s e B R, H
B RORA R e A F e e 2. IR sE
B (I 9Y AR, TR ARSI 2R (3 5 A 1 2 SR Ik 4
SEG R, W T RIA R B CURR I, wT k]
WHAEIFAT SDS MR R, Xy T8 m e

S F 5L MR HER
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The Principle and Application of Biochemical

Comparison of Three Transfer Buffer in the Protein
Blotting with Semidry and Tank Electric Transfer.
ZHOU Jian, WANG Xiao-Xing, GAO Xiao Ping
( Chengdu Di Ao Pharmaceutical Company, The
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Chengdu 610041,
China) .

Abstract

transfer effect of the proteins can be affected by

In western blotting, the electrophoretic
sodium dodecyl sulfonate ( SDS) in the transfer
buffer. Using three transfer buffer with or without
SDS in both semidry and tank transfer systems, the
Bel2 protein levels were tested and the spectrum of
the protein blots were compared. The addition of SDS
in buffer reduced the binding of Bck2 protein with
PVDF membrane, either in semidry or tank electric
transfer. The transfer efficiency of both semidry and
tank systems were also compared. The semidry
electric transfer markedly minimized the transfer
times, but the transfer result were a little poorer than
the tank transfer system.

Key words protein blotting, transfer buffer, sodium

dodecyl sulfonate





