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Abstract
Common bacterial blight (CBB), caused by Xanthomonas phaseoli pv. phaseoli and Xanthomonas citri pv. fuscans, is the 
main bacterial disease of common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) in Brazil and in the world. The disease affects the entire aerial 
part of the plants, especially in conditions of high temperature and humidity. Yield losses of up to 70% have been recorded 
in susceptible bean cultivars. The bacteria that cause CBB are seed-transmitted, which facilitates spread over long distances. 
Furthermore, they survive for long periods in crop residues, and large amounts of secondary inoculum are produced in 
crop fields. Despite the control tactics used by farmers, CBB is still frequent in some regions. In this review, we provide an 
overview of the main management practices utilized for managing the disease. As so far there is no single effective control 
measure against the bacteria that cause CBB, the information presented here will help in the development of an integrated 
management program to reduce crop damage and yield losses in the bean crop.
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Introduction

The common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) is a crop of great 
importance for human consumption throughout the world, 
being a component in the diet of many developing countries. 
In Brazil, P. vulgaris cultivation is widespread throughout 
the country, and due to its wide edaphoclimatic adapta-
tion, the crop can be grown throughout the year (Myers and 
Kmiecik 2017; CONAB 2021). In 2019, the world produc-
tion of dry beans was 28.9 million tons (mt) in a cultivated 
area of 33 million hectares (FAOSTAT 2021). Brazil is the 
third largest producer with 2.9 mt, behind Myanmar (5.8 mt) 
and India (5.2 mt), and has an average productivity of 1.1 t/
ha (FAOSTAT 2021). Diseases are among the main factors 
associated with low Brazilian productivity of common bean 
(Wendland et al. 2016; De Mio 2018). Common bacterial 
blight (CBB), caused by Xanthomonas phaseoli pv. phaseoli 

(Xpp) and by X. citri pv. fuscans (Xcf) (Bradbury 1986; 
Bull et al. 2010; Constantin et al. 2016) is one of the main 
bacterial diseases of the bean crop (Schwartz et al. 2005; 
Wendland et al. 2016). Due to the economic importance of 
CBB for the bean crop in Brazil, this review aims to update 
the main recommended practices for CBB management, 
highlighting the main aspects of genetic, crop, chemical, 
alternative, biological control, and bean seed health.

Etiology, history, and symptomatology

Initially, CBB was associated with X. axonopodis pv. pha-
seoli and its variant X. axonopodis pv. phaseoli var. fuscans, 
but genetic studies showed that these were two distinct spe-
cies (Rademaker et al. 2005; Schaad et al. 2005), which led 
Constantin et al. (2016) to propose the reclassification of 
these pathogens as Xpp and Xcf. One of the first reports 
on the causal agent of CBB was published in 1897 in the 
USA (Rava and Sartorato 1994). In Brazil, CBB was first 
described by Caldeira Travassos, in the state of Pará, but 
Robbs (1954) was the one who isolated the pathogen from 
symptomatic bean material in the state of Rio de Janeiro. 
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Later, Kimati and Mascarenhas (1967) found CBB in bean 
varieties in the São Paulo state.

Currently, CBB occurs in the main bean-producing areas 
of the world, except for dry tropical regions. The most recent 
outbreak was reported in Belgium in 2019 (Schwartz et al. 
2005; Bultreys and Gheysen 2020; Chen et al. 2021). In 
Brazil, the disease is present in the states of Paraná, Minas 
Gerais, São Paulo, Santa Catarina, Espírito Santo, and 
Rio Grande do Sul, in addition to producing states in the 
Midwest region (Maringoni and Komori 1989; Wendland 
et al. 2016). So far, it is not known which bacterium (Xcf 
or Xpp) is prevalent in these states, but both are present in 
most producing regions (Almeida et al. 2015; Torres et al. 
2005). In general, Xcf strains are more aggressive than Xpp 
(Mutlu et al. 2008). Xcf strains also have a greater negative 
impact on plant emergence, disease incidence, transmission 
rate from seed to seedlings, and seedling infection (He and 
Munkvold 2013).

During periods of high humidity and temperature, CBB 
can be highly destructive, causing losses in crop productivity 
and seed quality (Schwartz et al. 2005), with losses of up to 
70% in productivity (Wendland et al. 2016). In Brazil, the 
highest CBB incidence occurs during the rainy season due to 
the high temperatures and frequency of rainfall (Wendland 
et al. 2016). As these are warm-weather pathogens, Xpp 
and Xcf cause greater damage at 28 °C (Patel and Walker 
1963). In addition to favorable climatic conditions, a higher 
incidence of CBB occurs when contaminated bean seeds are 
used for sowing and when planting is carried out in areas 
with a history of disease occurrence (Schwartz et al. 2005).

Symptoms of CBB manifest throughout the aerial part 
of the bean plant, affecting leaves, stems, pods, and seeds. 
Both Xpp and Xcf infections cause similar symptoms. The 
initial lesions on the leaves are small, waterlogged areas, and 
as they develop the lesions coalesce and the tissues become 
dry and brittle, surrounded by yellowish, chlorotic halos. 
In older lesions, which take up much of the leaf blade, the 
necrotic center and yellow halo are more evident, character-
izing the typical symptom of leaf blight (Rava and Sartorato 
1994; Schwartz et al. 2005; Wendland et al. 2016). Lesions 
on the stems of young plants can be depressed and start 
in the form of watery patches, which gradually increase in 
size. Later, they take on the appearance of red streaks that 
extend along the stem, which may present cracks and bacte-
rial exudate. Small watery spots appear in the pods, which 
progressively increase in size and become covered with yel-
lowish encrustations due to the desiccation of the bacterial 
exudate. The affected tissue loses its watery appearance as it 
gets older, becoming dry, depressed, and reddish. Infection 
in the pods usually occurs in the vascular elements of the 
dorsal suture of the pod, penetrating the seed through the 
funiculus (Rava and Sartorato 1994; Wendland et al. 2016). 
In seeds, the infection can be asymptomatic, but when it 

occurs, there are malformed, wrinkled, and yellowish spots 
in those with light tegument, with reduced germination and 
vigor (Schwartz et al. 2005; Wendland et al. 2016).

Xpp and Xcf penetrate the aerial part of bean plants 
through stomata, hydathodes, and wounds. They colonize 
the intercellular spaces of host plant tissues and reach the 
xylem vessels (Torres and Maringoni 1997; Wendland et al. 
2016). Bacteria survival occurs in crop residues in the soil, 
in seeds, and in alternative hosts (Schwartz et al. 2005; Tor-
res et al. 2009a; Wendland et al. 2016). In addition, several 
crops and weed species are reported to host CBB causing 
bacteria, especially in the Fabaceae (Bradbury 1986; Rava 
and Sartorato 1994; Wendland et al. 2016).

Genetic control

Within the genus Phaseolus, there are species with resist-
ance to CBB such as P. acutifolius (Schuster 1955; Coyne 
et al. 1973) and P. coccineus (Scharen 1959; Coyne et al. 
1973), and many genotypes of these two species showed 
resistance to CBB (Yoshii et al. 1978; Mohan 1982; Zaiter 
et al. 1989; Rava et al. 1990). Interspecific crosses between 
P. acutifolius and P. vulgaris gave rise to the variety G. N. 
Nebraska #1 in the USA (Honma 1956) and many cultivars 
with foliar resistance to CBB were obtained (Coyne et al. 
1963; Coyne and Schuster 1969, 1970; Mohan and Mohan 
1983). These North American cultivars and genotypes gave 
rise to bean cultivars with different levels of resistance to 
CBB in Brazil (Rava et al. 1990; Maringoni et al. 1993; 
Maringoni 1998).

However, genotypes with foliar resistance do not always 
have pod resistance to CBB, since these reactions are inde-
pendent (Valladares-Sanchez et al. 1983; Park and Dhanvan-
tari 1987; Rava et al. 1990; Maringoni 1998). In some cases, 
it has been possible to combine these two reaction character-
istics in the same genotype (Yoshii et al. 1978; Mohan and 
Mohan 1983; Maringoni et al. 1993; Maringoni 1998; Tor-
res and Maringoni 1999). The inheritance of bean leaf and 
pod resistance to CBB is quantitative (Pompeu and Crowder 
1972; Coyne et al. 1973; Valladares-Sanchez et al. 1983; 
Valladares-Sanchez et al. 1983). In leaves, resistance is con-
ditioned by dominant genes (Pompeu and Crowder 1972; 
Coyne and Schuster 1974). Transgressive segregation has 
also been reported, as the level of foliar resistance increased 
between crosses of resistant strains, or between resistant and 
susceptible parents (Pompeu and Crowder 1972), resulting 
in segregants with higher levels of resistance than their par-
ents (Mohan 1982; Mohan and Mohan 1983). Research has 
identified 22 quantitative trait loci (QTLs—quantitative trait 
loci), distributed in 11 linkage groups, associated with resist-
ance to CBB (Kelly et al. 2003; Miklas et al. 2006; Liu et al. 
2008), with some of these QTLs conferring resistance to 
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leaves or pods, but not both (Arnaud-Santana et al. 1994; 
Singh and Muñoz 1999).

The expression of bean resistance to CBB may be influ-
enced by the origin of bacterial isolates and by environmen-
tal and crop factors. In general, isolates of Xpp and Xcf from 
tropical regions are more aggressive compared to isolates 
from temperate regions. Schuster and Coyne (1971) and 
Schuster et al. (1973) found that isolates from Colombia and 
Uganda were more aggressive to beans than an isolate from 
the United States. This fact was also observed among Xpp 
and Xcf isolates from Colombia (Rava 1984), Guatemala 
(Ekpo and Saettler 1976), Brazil (Rava 1984; Maringoni 
and Lauretti 1999), and the Dominican Republic (Schus-
ter and Smith 1983). Bean cultivars considered resistant to 
CBB in some regions may be susceptible in others. Yoshii 
et al. (1978) found susceptibility in some genotypes under 
Colombian conditions, while the same genotypes were clas-
sified as resistant in the USA (Coyne et al. 1973). Recent 
transcriptome analyzes of resistant and susceptible cultivars 
showed that the bacteria manipulate the transcriptome of the 
susceptible host (Foucher et al. 2020). Downregulation of 
resistance genes and upregulation of the ethylene pathway 
and genes involved in cell wall modification are linked to the 
successful colonization of beans by Xpp. In resistant culti-
vars, in which the plant adapts its metabolism for defense 
purposes, there is upregulation of the salicylic acid pathway 
and downregulation of photosynthesis and sugar metabo-
lism (Foucher et al. 2020). Simons et al. (2021) evaluated 
852 common bean genotypes from the North Dakota State 
University breeding program, identifying genotypes with 
high levels of resistance and eight regions associated with 
resistance. These candidate genes for resistance to CBB are 
an important tool in the development of new bean cultivars.

Studies of bean resistance against CBB have focused 
more on Xpp than Xcf (Mutlu et al. 2008; Paiva et al. 2018; 
Monteiro et al. 2020). Some resistance components, how-
ever, are more effective against only one of these pathogens 
and, since both can occur in the same regions, it is inter-
esting to obtain genotypes with resistance to both bacteria 
(Mutlu et al. 2008; Paiva et al. 2018). In Brazil, many cul-
tivars susceptible to Xpp, were considered resistant to Xcf 
(Silva et al. 2009; Rezende et al. 2011; Azevedo et al. 2015; 
Assis et al. 2018; Zagonel 2018; Fedrigo 2019; Monteiro 
et al. 2021). BRS Radiante and IAPAR 16 showed resistance 
to Xcf and to six Xpp isolates from different geographic 
regions, demonstrating broad-spectrum resistance (Monteiro 
et al 2020).

Currently, several Brazilian bean cultivars are avail-
able on the market, from the carioca, special and black 
groups, with different levels of resistance to CBB (Table 1) 
(Embrapa 2017; IAC 2020; IDR-Paraná 2020). New prog-
enies from Embrapa’s recurrent selection program for resist-
ance to CBB are also being selected. The achievement of 

resistant progenies, not only to this disease but also to other 
diseases of economic importance for the bean crop, allied 
to favorable agronomic characteristics, such as greater seed 
production, stands out (Melo et al. 2019).

Cropping practices

Crop control includes practices that act on the three verti-
ces of the disease triangle, with the objective of creating 
unfavorable conditions for the pathogen. The recommended 
practices for CBB management are adequate fertilization and 
irrigation, crop rotation, eradication of alternative hosts, 
and elimination of crop residues. These practices usually 
interfere in the survival, production, and dissemination of 
the bacterial inoculum and, consequently, contribute to the 
reduction of the disease incidence (Saettler 1989; Belete and 
Bastas 2017; Bedendo et al. 2018).

The susceptibility of plants to bacterial attack may be 
related to their nutritional status (Ogle and Dale 1997). 
The deficiency or excess of nutrients favors diseases by 
compromising the normal development of the plant and 
decreasing its resistance to pathogen attack (Bedendo et al. 
2018). Excess nitrogen, for example, leaves plant tissues 
tender, prolongs the vegetative period, and causes delay 

Table 1  Common bean cultivars from groups “carioca,” “special,” 
and “black” with resistance levels to common bacterial blight avail-
able in Brazil

Source: EMBRAPA 2017; IAC 2020; IDR-PARANÁ 2020

Group Cultivar Reaction to com-
mon bacterial blight

Carioca BRS 10,408 Notável Resistent
BRS Ametista Moderately resistant
BRS Pontal
IPR Campos Gerais
IPR Sabiá
IPR Tangará
IPR Curió
IAC Milênio
IAC Imperador
IAC Alvorada
IAC 1850
IAC Sintonia
BRS FC402 Intermediate

Special Jalo Precoce (jalo) Moderately resistant
IAC Boreal (rajado)
IAC Tigre (rajado)
BRS Realce (rajado) Intermediate

Black BRS Esplendor Resistant
IPR Gralha Moderately resistant
IPR Urutau
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in maturation. On the other hand, the lack of this nutrient 
leaves the plant with slow growth and rapid aging, contrib-
uting to the host’s predisposition to diseases (Agrios 2005). 
In a study carried out in Brazil, the effect of fertilization 
with nitrogen and calcium on the susceptibility of com-
mon beans to CBB was evaluated. The results showed that 
the increase in nitrogen doses reduced disease symptoms, 
while the calcium fertilization had no effect on CBB severity 
(Biazon et al. 2004). The use of manganese (Mn) and zinc 
(Zn) phosphites also helps in the management of CBB when 
applied preventively. In addition to significantly reducing the 
progress of the disease, inducing plant defense responses, 
phosphites attenuate the photochemical dysfunctions caused 
by bacterial infection (Costa et al. 2020). In any case, for dis-
ease management, it is necessary that nutrients are supplied 
in adequate amounts, according to the fertilization and lim-
ing recommendations contained in the soil analysis (Agrios 
2005; Bedendo et al. 2018).

Irrigation is important to avoid water deficit and obtain 
better yields in the bean crop; however, attention must be 
paid to the irrigation system used (Silveira et al. 2015). A 
study conducted in Iran compared the effects of furrow and 
sprinkler irrigation on epiphytic Xpp populations in beans 
and on the severity of CBB. Sprinkler irrigation significantly 
increased the bacterial population as well as disease sever-
ity (Akhavan et al. 2009). Based on studies with other spe-
cies of phytopathogenic bacteria, the authors argued that the 
bean leaf surface provided an ideal environment for bacterial 
multiplication due to the presence of a thin layer of water 
because of sprinkler irrigation. Furthermore, the increase 
in severity may also have occurred due to the spread of the 
bacteria from infected to uninfected leaves provided by this 
type of irrigation. The furrow method, on the other hand, 
did not favor the increase in the Xpp population or CBB 
severity (Akhavan et al. 2009) and can be indicated for bean 
cultivation in areas with low rainfall (Akhavan et al. 2013).

Alternative hosts are crops and weed that play an impor-
tant role in the disease occurrence, as they ensure the sur-
vival and multiplication of the pathogen during the absence 
of the main host (Bedendo et al. 2018). In addition to P. 
vulgaris, natural infections have been reported for several 
other crops belonging to the genus Fabaceae (Phasolus and 
Vigna species), as well as in weeds (Table 2). Some hosts 
were also described after artificial inoculation (Table 2).

In Brazil, experiments were carried out under field con-
ditions to evaluate the survival of Xpp in the phyllosphere 
and rhizosphere of 21 weed species. In the phyllosphere, 
Xpp survived for up to 14 days in Cyperus rotundus (pur-
ple nutsedge), E. heterophylla (wild poinsettia), Commelina 
benghalensis (bengal dayflower), Senna obtusifolia (sickle-
pod), Alternanthera tenella (joyweed), and Bidens pilosa 
(hairy beggartick), and for shorter periods in the other spe-
cies (Tadeu A. F. da Silva Júnior, unpublished data). In the 

rhizosphere, Xpp survived for 14 days in Lepidium vir-
ginicum (Virginia pepperweed) and 7 days in Gnaphalium 
spicatum (gray everlasting) (Tadeu A. F. da Silva Júnior, 
unpublished data). Despite the low survival of Xpp in weeds, 
eradication is recommended in areas with bean cultivation, 
especially of species already described as hosts, to inter-
rupt the pathogen’s cycle in the field (Akhavan et al. 2013; 
Bedendo et al. 2018).

Bacteria pathogenic to the aerial part of the plants are 
poorly adapted to survival in the soil, but when associated 
with crop debris they can survive for long periods (Karavina 
et al. 2011). In the United States, Xpp survived for up to 
seven months in bean crop debris on the soil surface in the 
no-tillage system, but when incorporated into the soil at a 
depth of 20–40 cm, the survival decreased to four months 
(Gilbertson et al. 1990). In the Dominican Republic, Xpp 
survived for 150 days in bean leaf debris on the soil sur-
face, and less than 30 days when the debris were buried at a 
depth of 15 cm (Arnaud-Santana et al. 1991). This reduction 
in the survival period of the bacteria in crop debris bur-
ied in the soil can be explained by their exposure to the 
microbial community, which rapidly decomposes the plant 
material, and exposes bacterial populations to unfavorable 
conditions (Belete and Bastas 2017). A study conducted in 
Brazil showed that under mild temperatures and little rain, 
Xcf survived for up to 180 days in bean leaflets kept on the 
soil surface, and for up to 120 days in those incorporated at 
a depth of 15 cm. On the other hand, under greater volumes 
of rainfall and higher temperatures, Xcf survived for 60 days 
on the soil surface, and 45 days in leaflets buried at a depth 
of 15 cm (Torres et al. 2009a). The management of infected 
crop debris is an effective strategy and must be carried out 
to reduce the inoculum in the field, either by deep plowing 
or removal of debris left on the ground (Belete and Bastas 
2017).

Crop rotation is the practice of planting different crops on 
the same plot of land across a sequence of growing season. 
This practice is recommended in disease management, as 
it promotes the elimination of the substrate that favors the 
pathogen (Karavina et al. 2011; Bedendo et al. 2018). CBB 
epidemics can be reduced by crop rotation, but attention 
must be paid to the crops used (Belete and Bastas 2017). 
In Colorado, USA, epiphytic Xpp populations were recov-
ered from asymptomatic onion plants in commercial fields 
after growing beans, but not from onions after growing corn, 
sugar beet, or wheat. The onion-bean rotation scheme should 
be avoided to reduce the survival of Xpp in the crop fields 
(Gent et al. 2005). In Brazil, experiments were carried out 
under field conditions to evaluate the survival of Xpp in 
the phyllosphere and rhizosphere of 14 crops. In the phyllo-
sphere, Xpp survived for 70 days on beans, 49 days on black 
oat, 35 days on pearl millet, and 21 days on velvet bean. In 
the rhizosphere, Xpp survived for 42 days on pigeon pea, 
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35 days on common bean, and 21 days on black oat and for-
age radish. These crops were considered potential hosts of 
the bacterium and should be avoided in succession or rota-
tion with beans (Tadeu A. F. da Silva Júnior, unpublished 
data).

In addition to these practices, it is also recommended for 
the management of CBB to consider the bean cultivation 
site, keeping it at a minimum distance of 30 m from other 
crops; use healthy seeds free of Xpp and Xcf, which can be 
purchased from lots that were inspected during production, 

Table 2  Alternative hosts 
(crops and weeds) described 
for Xanthomonas phaseoli pv. 
phaseoli and Xanthomonas citri 
pv. fuscans by natural infections 
and after artificial inoculation

Family Species English name Portuguese name

Natural infection
Acanthaceae Ruellia tuberosa Meadow weed Ruélia
Amaranthaceae Acanthospermum hispidum Hispid starbur Carrapicho-de-carneiro

Amaranthus spp. Amaranth Amaranto
Euphorbiaceae Acalypha alopecuroidea Foxtail copperleaf

Euphorbia heterophylla Mexican fireplant Leiteiro
Fabaceae Aeschynomene americana Shyleaf Angiquinho

Calopogonium sp. Calopo Calopogônio
Lablab purpureus Hyacinth bean Lab-lab
Macroptilium lathyroides Wildbush bean Feijão-do-campo
Phaseolus acutifolius Tepary bean
Phaseolus coccineus Scarlet runner bean Feijão-da-espanha
Phaseolus lunatus Sieva bean Feijão-de-lima
Pisum sativum Pea Ervilha
Pueraria sp. Kudzu Kudzu
Rhynchosia minima Least snout-bean Favinha-brava
Senna hirsuta Hairy senna
Strophostyles helvola Trailling fuzzy bean
Vicia sativa Garden vetch Ervilhaca
Vicia villosa Winter vetch Ervilhaca-peluda
Vigna aconitifolia Moth bean Feijão-de-orvalho
Vigna angularis Adzuki bean Feijão-azuqui
Vigna mungo Black gram Feijão-preto
Vigna radiata Mung bean Feijão-mungo
Vigna umbellata Rice bean Feijão-arroz
Vigna unguiculata Cowpea Feijão-caupi

Malvaceae Malachra alceifolia Yellow leafbract
Poaceae Digitaria sclalarum Fingergrass

Echinochloa colona Watergrass Capim-arroz
Leptochloa filiformis Red sprangletop Capim-mimoso

Portulaceae Portulaca oleracea Common purslane Beldroega
Solanaceae Physalis sp. Physalis Fisális
Artificial inoculation
Amaranthaceae Amaranthus retroflexus Red-root amaranth Caruru gigante

Beta vulgaris Beet Beterraba
Asteraceae Ambrosia artemisiifolia Annual ragweed Cravo-da-roça
Chenopodiaceae Chenopodium album Lambsquarters Fedegoso
Cyperaceae Cyperus rotundus Nutgrass Tiririca
Fabaceae Glycine max Soybean Soja

Lupinus polyphyllus Bigleaf lupine Lupinus
Mucuna deeringiana Velvet bean Mucuna-anã

Poaceae Cenchrus echinatus Southern sandbur Capim-carrapicho
Echinochloa crus-galii Cockspur Meã

Solanaceae Solanum nigrum Black nightshade Erva-moura
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and tested for the presence of these bacteria; eliminate vol-
untary bean plants from crop fields; and avoid the movement 
of machines and people in the crop when the plants are wet, 
in order to avoid the spread of the bacteria from diseased 
to healthy plants (Rava and Sartorato 1994; Akhavan et al. 
2013; Bedendo et al. 2018).

Chemical control

Chemical control is one of the tools in integrated disease 
management (Belete and Bastas 2017). For the treatment of 
bean seeds to control CBB, the use of antibiotics streptomy-
cin, tetracycline, and chlorotetracycline conveyed to polyeth-
yleneglycol and glycerol is well known (Liang et al. 1992). 
According to Saettler & Anderson (1978), the use of strep-
tomycin sulfate in bean seed treatment was effective in eradi-
cating Xpp and Xcf from the surface of the seeds. However, 
Liang et al. (1992) found that the mixture of streptomycin 
sulfate + polyethylene glycol did not completely eradicate 
populations of Xpp and Xcf that were infecting bean seeds. 
Sprays of the aerial part of bean plants with copper sulfate 
or copper hydroxide are indicated in the CBB management 
(Belete and Bastas 2017). However, the effectiveness in con-
trolling the disease is variable and depends on the environ-
mental conditions, the level of resistance of the cultivar, and 
the frequency of spraying of the products (Belete and Bastas 
2017). However, studies conducted in Brazil evaluating the 
effect of different groups of chemical compounds showed 
low efficacy in controlling CBB (Maringoni 1990).

The use of acibenzolar-S-methyl (ASM) resistance 
inducer has reduced CBB symptoms in common bean leaves 
under field conditions (Navarini et al. 2009) and in snap 
bean leaves in a greenhouse (Vigo et al. 2012). Furthermore, 
recent studies have shown that progeny from a mother plant 
treated with ASM was able to suppress the disease by up to 
11% (Akkopru 2020). When these progenies were treated 
with a low dose of ASM (20 µM), the suppression capacity 
was raised to 60%. These data show that seed production 
using this method can increase the resistance of later prog-
enies. The fungicide pyraclostrobin also showed potential 
to control CBB in snap bean leaves in a greenhouse (Vigo 
et al. 2012). Currently, in Brazil, three active ingredients are 
registered for spraying on bean crops to control CBB: ASM, 
copper hydroxide, and cuprous oxide (Agrofit 2021).

Biological and alternative control

Despite the potential of biological control for the manage-
ment of CBB in beans, there are no commercial products 
registered in Brazil (Agrofit 2021). However, biocontrol 
agents compatible with Rhizobium leguminosarum bv. 

phaseoli, isolated from soil, bean leaves, and seeds, showed 
potential to control CBB after seed treatment, and some of 
these isolates controlled the disease up to 100% (Zanatta 
et al. 2007). In Iran, treatment of bean seeds resistant and 
susceptible to CBB with an isolate of R. leguminosarum bv. 
phaseoli resulted in a reduction in the severity of CBB, and 
an increase in plant growth (Osdaghi et al. 2011). In Egypt, 
in vitro experiments demonstrated the potential for biocon-
trol of the saprophytic bacterium Rahnella aquatilis to Xpp. 
In greenhouse and field conditions, bean plants sprayed with 
a suspension of R. aquatilis and inoculated with Xpp pre-
sented a reduction in the severity of CBB, which was attrib-
uted to the reduction in the multiplication of the bacterium. 
Furthermore, bean plants treated with R. aquatilis exhibited 
higher concentrations of phenolic compounds and higher 
activity of the peroxidase enzyme (Sallam 2011).

In Brazil, bean seeds were treated with suspensions of 
Bacillus cereus, Pseudomonas veronii, P. fluorescens, and 
Rhodococcus fascians and the plants obtained were inoc-
ulated with Xpp. Most of the biocontrol agents evaluated 
reduced the severity of CBB in bean plants, highlighting the 
association between B. cereus and P. fluorescens, showing 
that the combination of more than one agent increased the 
efficiency of biocontrol (Corrêa et al. 2017). Isolates of B. 
cereus and P. fluorescens also showed potential to induce 
resistance in plants due to the accumulation of phytoalexin 
phaseolin (Sangiogo et al. 2018). In addition, it has been 
demonstrated that copper hydroxide was compatible with 
a biocontrol agent; plants sprayed with B. subtilis and cop-
per hydroxide showed a reduction in the CBB infection rate 
(Belete et al. 2021).

With regard to biological control, there are still no com-
mercial products registered for alternative control of CBB 
in Brazil. However, some studies with plant extracts, tinc-
tures, and essential oils showed their potential for disease 
management. Greenhouse experiments compared the effi-
ciency of the BioZell-2000 B product, consisting of 50% 
Thymbra spicata etheric oil, 20% corn oil, 20% fennel oil, 
and 10% sesame oil, with ASM in the CBB control (Abo-
Elyousr 2006). Four days after inoculation of the bean 
plants with Xpp, BioZell-2000B reduced the multiplication 
of Xpp cells inside the plant tissue by 45%, while in treat-
ments with ASM, the reduction reached 50%. As for disease 
severity, bean plants treated with ASM showed a 68% reduc-
tion in CBB severity, and a 50% reduction in treatments 
with BioZell-2000 B, compared to the control treatment. In 
in vitro experiments, none of the products evaluated had an 
inhibitory effect on Xpp. In addition, components of essen-
tial oils, such as ketones, aldehydes, ethers, phenols, and 
alcohols, inhibited the growth of Xcf in culture medium. 
Furthermore, the treatment of bean seeds, with high popula-
tions of Xcf on their surface, with different concentrations 
of eugenol (clove oil), significantly reduced the bacterial 
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population compared to control treatments (Cantore et al. 
2009). Extracts of Azadirachta indica (neem), Acalypha 
wilkesiana (copperleaf), and Carica papaya (pawpaw) 
reduced the incidence and severity of CBB and increased 
cowpea production (Ganiyu et al. 2017). Lastly, aqueous and 
methanolic extracts of Mentha piperita (peppermint), Syzyg-
ium cumini (jambolan), and Datura metel (horn of plenty) 
inhibited the growth of Xpp in culture medium. The aqueous 
and methanolic extracts of Spinacia oleracea (spinach) and 
Catharanthus roseus (vinca) had no inhibitory effect on Xpp 
growth (Kulshrestha et al. 2015). Aqueous extracts of Althea 
officinalis, Origanum vulgare (oregano), Satureja horten-
sis, Solanum dulcamara, and Quercus robur also showed 
an inhibitory effect on the growth of Xpp in culture medium 
(Babu et al. 2007).

In Brazil, experiments evaluated the action of tinctures 
and essential oils from medicinal plants on CBB and the 
inducing resistance. The tinctures of Lippia alba (bushy 
matgrass) and L. sidoides (pepper-rosmarin), in concentra-
tions above 50%, and the essential oils of Rosmarinus offici-
nalis (rosemary) and Cinnamomum zeylanicum (cinnamon), 
in concentrations between 1 and 5%, inhibited the growth 
of Xpp in culture medium. In the greenhouse, all the plant 
tinctures when sprayed on bean plants, before inoculation 
with Xpp, reduced the severity of CBB. Essential oils did 
not show this action in controlling the disease. The tinc-
ture of L. alba also provided increased concentrations of 
polyphenoloxidase and peroxidase in bean plants, showing 
a possible induction of resistance (Vigo et al. 2009). In addi-
tion, mycelial extracts of the fungus Pycnoporus sanguineus 
stimulated the growth of Xpp in culture medium; however, 
the filtrate from the 20% fungus extract reduced bacterial 
growth by 21%, when compared to that in culture medium 
in the absence of treatments. In the greenhouse, bean plants 
treated with P. sanguineus culture filtrate at 5 and 10% pre-
sented a reduction in CBB severity of up to 33% for the 
first treated leaf, and up to 90% for the second treated. The 
peroxidase and polyphenoloxidase enzymes also had their 
activities increased in plants treated with the fungus extracts, 
which may explain the reduction in the severity of CBB 
(Toillier et al. 2010). These studies show that several genera 
of biocontrol agents, especially bacteria, have potential for 
the development of commercial products to be used in the 
biological and alternative control of CBB.

Seed health

Bean seeds infected with Xpp are primary sources of inocu-
lum, being responsible for introducing the disease into a 
new field (Gilbertson and Maxwell 1992). In white seed 
varieties, yellow or brown spots may appear on the integu-
ment, especially near the hilum. In dark seed varieties, 

this discoloration is not visible. Infected seeds can also be 
asymptomatic (Yoshii 1980). Plants grown from these seeds 
often show damage to the cotyledons or primary leaves. 
These lesions increase and, under favorable conditions of 
humidity and temperature, viscous masses of bacteria accu-
mulate on the leaf surface. They can then be spread to unin-
fected plants leading to secondary infection (Vidaver 2012). 
The most effective survival mechanism for Xpp is to colo-
nize bean seeds (Cafati and Saettler 1980; Gilbertson et al. 
1990; Arnaud-Santana et al. 1991), in which bacterial cells 
can survive for up to 36 years (Allen et al. 1998). Marques 
et al. (2005) demonstrated that Xpp survival was reduced 
during the first six months of seeds storage. However, seeds 
stored at − 18 and 5 °C maintained the contamination rate, 
showing that the optimal temperatures for seed storage are 
like favorable conditions for the longevity of Xpp.

The presence of Xpp and Xcf in bean seeds can be inter-
nal (infection) or external (infestation) (Sheppard et al. 1989; 
Allen et al. 1998), which has implications for seed certifi-
cation programs. According to Weller & Saettler (1980), 
approximately 1000 to 10,000 bacterial cells per seed are 
sufficient to give rise to infected plants in the field. However, 
under Brazilian conditions, it was found that the develop-
ment of the CBB outbreaks depended on the level of cultivar 
resistance and climatic conditions, and not on the population 
of Xpp and Xcf present in the bean seeds used for plant-
ing (Maringoni et al. 1995). Bean seeds from asymptomatic 
plants play an important role in the epidemiology of CBB, 
once the bacterium is difficult to detect (Mabagala, 1997) 
and can occur at low frequency in commercial lots (Mar-
ingoni et al. 1993). In Brazil, surveys of commercial bean 
seed lots showed that of 34 lots analyzed in the Paraná state, 
50% were infected with Xpp and Xcf, with incidences rang-
ing from 0.1 to 1.7% (Torres et al. 2009b).

Experiments have demonstrated the success of hot water 
(52 °C for 20 min) or dry heat treatments (60 °C for 23 to 
32 h) in eradicating Xpp and Xcf from seeds (Grondeau et al. 
1994). Treatments with streptomycin controlled the bacterial 
infestation, and the treatment with streptomycin + polyethyl-
ene glycol, reduced, but not eliminated internal populations 
of Xpp from the seeds (Liang et al. 1992). It was also shown 
that tetracycline and chlorotetracycline in solutions contain-
ing polyethylene glycol reduced Xpp populations but were 
phytotoxic to seeds (Liang et al. 1992).

The control of Xpp and Xcf by antibiotics in Brazil is not 
regulated. The development of chemical resistance (Romeiro 
et al. 1998), the costs involved, and the effectiveness limit 
the use of chemical control, which may be feasible in certain 
circumstances, such as seed production, or as a component 
of an integrated management strategy (Allen et al. 1998). In 
addition, antibiotics also inhibit the growth of soil micro-
organisms, which act as biological control or perform vital 
processes maintaining the soil health and quality, influencing 
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the microbial community and altering the ecological func-
tionality of the soil (Varma and Buscot 2005; Cycoń et al. 
2019).

Considering this, some studies have evaluated the effec-
tiveness of biological control, such as the application of R. 
leguminosarum bv. phaseoli for bean seeds, which reduced 
CBB severity and improved plant growth, both in the field 
and greenhouse (Osdaghi et al. 2011). The use of bacteria-
free seeds, combined with a strict seed certification program, 
is important to reduce the amount of initial inoculum. In 
this sense, it is recommended that the bean fields for seed 
production should be cultivated in isolated areas from the 
production fields. There is zero tolerance for infected seeds 
in samples of 4000–45,000 in USA corporate certification 
programs to ensure that Xpp is not transmitted by commer-
cial seed lots (Maddox 1998).

The efficiency of the bacterial detection method in bean 
seeds depends mainly on the sensitivity and location of the 
pathogen in the seeds (Darrasse et al. 2018). Several tech-
niques were developed and adapted to detect the presence 
of Xpp and Xcf in bean seeds. The methodologies for the 
detection of Xpp and Xcf can be found in the International 
Rules for Seed Testing (IRST) from the International Seed 
Testing Association (ISTA) (Grimault et al. 2021). In gen-
eral, the methods developed, such as semi-selective media, 
serology, molecular tests, and cytometry, have different lev-
els of sensitivity for the detection and identification of Xpp 
and Xcf (Van Vuurde et al. 1983; Valarini and Menten 1992; 
Remeeus and Sheppard 2006; Sheppard et al. 2007; Tebaldi 
et al. 2007; Torres et al. 2009b; Popović et al. 2010; Tebaldi 
et al. 2010). However, for routine seed diagnosis and testing, 
two semi-selective culture media are recommended (MT and 
XCP1). The MT medium is less selective, but more sensi-
tive, and can be used to detect several bacteria that infect 
seeds (Remeeus and Sheppard 2006). In this sense, XCP1 
is more efficient in quantifying and detecting Xpp in seed 
extracts (Tebaldi et al. 2007).

Serological methods have been successfully used in the 
detection of Xpp (Van Vuurde et al. 1983). Polymerase chain 
reaction(PCR)-based methods are also available, commonly 
used primers (X4c and X4e) allow the detection of both Xpp 
and Xcf (Audy et al 1994). Xpp can be detected by PCR 
after DNA extraction from intact or crushed seeds. Stud-
ies conducted by He and Munkvold (2012), to evaluate the 
influence of different extraction methods on Xpp sensitiv-
ity, indicated that vacuum extraction and centrifugation of 
seed extracts increased the sensitivity of Xpp detection (He 
2010). The specificity of the assay was tested and confirmed 
against DNA from various Xanthomonas species and X. axo-
nopodis pathovars (He 2010). Primers Am1F/R and Am2F/R 
can be used together with X4c and X4e in multiplex-PCR 
reactions to favor the distinction between pathogenic and 
non-pathogenic isolates, reducing the risk of false positives 

(Boureau et al. 2013). Among the DNA-based techniques, 
BIO-PCR, which consists of the selection of bacterial colo-
nies obtained in a selective culture medium and subsequent 
PCR reaction, has provided reliable results (Silva et al. 
2013). Recently, the Loop-mediated isothermal amplifica-
tion (LAMP) technique was developed for CBB. Comparing 
LAMP with PCR, LAMP was more sensitive (limit detection 
of 10 CFU.mL−1 and 1 fg of DNA against  105 CFU.mL−1 
and 10 ng of DNA for LAMP and PCR, respectively), fast 
(detection in 4 h) and Xpp and Xcf had a seed detection rate 
of 100% (de Paiva et al. 2020).

Another method for the detection of plant pathogenic 
bacteria in seeds is flow cytometry. This technique is a fast, 
accurate, and reliable method for detecting and evaluating 
the viability of microorganisms. A fluorescent probe capable 
of exploring different properties of the target cell is used, 
such as enzymatic activity, cytoplasmic membrane perme-
ability, cytoplasmic membrane potential, respiratory activ-
ity, relative DNA content, and pH gradient (Barrocas et al. 
2009). Tebaldi et al. (2010) evaluated flow cytometry to dis-
tinguish live and dead Xpp cells, also allowing its use after 
seed treatments. The method was able to distinguish viable 
cells from dead cells in pure cultures, but not in seed extract, 
due to a high number of contaminants. For the detection of 
Xpp and Xcf in seeds, it is up to each laboratory, based on its 
structure and available conditions, to choose the best tech-
niques to be used. In most cases, to obtain a higher level of 
reliability, it is necessary to apply more than one technique 
to reach a correct diagnosis.

Concluding remarks

CBB is one of the main diseases for common beans in Brazil 
and other countries. Correct diagnosis of the disease in the 
crop fields is the first step to make CBB management more 
efficient, thus reducing the impact of disease incidence and 
severity. The successful management of CBB must be based 
on the integration of available management techniques, 
mainly the planting of Xpp and Xcf free seeds and cultivars 
with levels of resistance. Crop rotation is a recommended 
practice for managing CBB, and with recent studies on the 
host range of Xpp in Brazil, it was possible to identify crops 
such as black oat, millet, pigeon pea, and millet as potential 
hosts of these bacteria, and their planting in succession or 
rotation to common beans is not recommended. However, 
further studies of the host range of Xpp and Xcf should be 
carried out to identify new potential hosts for these bacteria.

Despite the registration of active ingredients for the 
chemical control of CBB in Brazil, mainly copper-based 
products, their effectiveness has shown to be variable, being 
influenced mainly by the environment, level of resistance 
of cultivars, and spraying frequencies. Therefore, biological 
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control is shown as a new option for the management of the 
disease. The research carried out has shown its importance 
in the control of CBB and the registration of new biological 
products will allow the improvement of the management of 
this bacterial disease in Brazil.

Author contribution ACM and TAFSJ coordinated and wrote the 
review; DMN, JCS, JMS, and RMG wrote, commented on, and 
improved the review.

Data availability Data sharing not applicable to this article as no data-
sets were generated or analyzed during the current study.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors declare no competing interests.

References

Abo-Elyousr Ka (2006) Induction of systemic acquired resistance 
against common blight of bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) caused by 
Xanthomonas campestris pv. phaseoli. Egyptian Journal of Phy-
topathology 34:41–50

Agrios GN (2005) Plant pathology.  5th Ed. Elsevier Academic Press, 
Amsterdam

AGROFIT (2021) Sistema de Agrotóxicos Fitossanitários. Ministério 
da Agricultura, Pecuária e Abastecimento. Available at: http:// 
agrofi t. agric ultura. gov. br/ agrofi t_ cons/ princ ipal_ agrofi t_ cons. 
Accessed on August 3, 2021

Akhavan A, Bahar M, Saeedi GH, Lak M (2009) Factors affecting 
epiphytic population of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli in 
epidemiology of bean common blight. JWSS-Isfahan University 
of Technology 13:265–276

Akhavan A, Bahar M, Askarian H, Lak MR, Nazemi A, Zamani Z 
(2013) Bean common bacterial blight: pathogen epiphytic life 
and effect of irrigation practices. Springerplus 41:1–9

Akköprü A (2020) Potential using of transgenerational resistance 
against common bacterial blight in Phaseolus vulgaris. Crop 
Protection 127:104967

Allen DJ, Buruchara RA, Smithson JB (1998) Diseases of common 
bean. In: Allen DJ, Lenne JM (eds) The pathology of food and 
pasture legumes. CAB International, Wallingford, pp 179–235

Almeida IMG, Rodrigues LMR, Beriam LOS (2015) Xanthomonas 
fuscans subsp. fuscans causing wilt symptoms in bean plants 
(Phaseolus vulgaris) in Brazil. Arquivos do Instituto Biológico 
82:1–3

Arnaud-Santana E, Matos EP, Coyne DP, Vidaver A (1991) Longevity 
of Xanthomonas campestris pv. phaseoli in naturally infested 
dry bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) debris. Plant Disease 75:952–953

Arnaud-Santana E, Coyne DP, Eskridge KM, Vidaver AK (1994) 
Inheritance, low correlation of leaf, pod, and seed reaction to 
common blight disease in common beans, and implications for 
selection. Journal of the American Society for Horticultural Sci-
ence 119:116–121

Assis M, Santana M, Van Kempen J (2018) Severidade de doenças 
em cultivares de feijão do grupo carioca na região do triângulo 
mineiro. Anais do II Seminário de Pesquisa e Inovação Tec-
nológica, 28 September 2018. Uberaba, Brazil: SEPIT. pp. 1–5.

Audy P, Laroche A, Saindon G, Huang HC, Gilbertson RL (1994) 
Detection of the bean common blight bacteria, Xanthomonas 

campestris pv. phaseoli and X. c. phaseoli var. fuscans, using 
the polymerase chain reaction. Phytopathology 84:1185–1192

Azevedo CVG, Ribeiro T, Da Silva DA (2015) Adaptability, stability 
and pathogen resistance in common bean genotypes. Pesquisa 
Agropecuária Brasileira 50:912–922

Babu S, Satish S, Mohana DC, Raghavendra MP, Raveesha KA (2007) 
Anti-bacterial evaluation and phytochemical analysis of some 
Iranian medicinal plants against plant pathogenic Xanthomonas 
pathovars. Journal of Agricultural Technology 3:307–316

Barrocas EN, Machado JC, Figueira AR, Souza RM, Ishida AKN, 
Zacaroni AB, Rocha HS (2009) Uso de técnicas moleculares 
para diagnose de patógenos em sementes. Informe Agropecuário 
30:24–32

Bedendo IP, Massola Júnior NS, Amorim L (2018) Controles cultural 
e físico de doenças de plantas. In: Bergamin Filho A, Kimati H, 
Amorim L (Eds.) Manual de Fitopatologia Vol. 1. Princípios e 
conceitos. Agronômica Ceres, Ouro Fino. pp. 275–287

Belete T, Bastas KK (2017) Common bacterial blight (Xanthomonas 
axonopodis pv. phaseoli) of beans with special focus on Ethio-
pian condition. Journal of Plant Pathology and Microbiology 
8:1–10

Belete T, Bastas KK, Francesconi S, Balestra GM (2021) Biologi-
cal effectiveness of Bacillus subtilis on common bean bacterial 
blight. Journal of Plant Pathology 103:249–258

Biazon VL, Maringoni AC, Grassi Filho H (2004) Influência de cál-
cio e de nitrogênio nos teores de macronutrientes foliares e na 
suscetibilidade do feijoeiro cultivar Iapar 14. Summa Phyto-
pathologica 30:320–323

Boureau T, Kerkoud M, Chhel F, Hunault G, Darrasse A, Brin C, 
Durand K, Hajri A, Poussier S, Manceau C, Lardeux F, Saubion 
F, Jacques MA (2013) A multiplex-PCR assay for identification 
of the quarantine plant pathogen Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. 
phaseoli. Journal of Microbiological Methods 92:42–50

Bradbury JF (1986) Guide to plant pathogenic bacteria. CAB Interna-
tional, Farnham Royal

BRASIL (2009) Manual de análise sanitária de sementes. Ministério 
da Agricultura, Pecuária e Abastecimento, Secretaria de Defesa 
Agropecuária, Brasília

Bultreys A, Gheysen I (2020) First report of Xanthomonas phaseoli 
pv phaseoli and Xanthomonas citri pv fuscans causing common 
bacterial blight of bean in Belgium. New Disease Report 41:6

Bull CT, De Boer SH, Denny TP, Firrao G, Saux MF, Saddler GS, 
Scortichini M, Stead DE, Takikawa Y (2010) Comprehensive 
list of names of plant pathogenic bacteria, 1980–2007. Journal 
of Plant Pathology 1:551–592

Cafati CR, Saettler AW (1980) Role of nonhost species as alternate 
inoculum sources of Xanthomonas phaseoli. Plant Disease 
64:194–196

Cantore PI, Shanmugaiah V, Iacobellis NS (2009) Antibacterial 
activity of essential oil components and their potential use in 
seed disinfection. Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry 
57:9454–9461

Chen NWG, Ruh M, Darrasse A, Foucher J, Briand M, Costa J, Stud-
holme DJ, Jacques MA (2021) Common bacterial blight of bean: 
a model of seed transmission and pathological convergence. 
Molecular Plant Pathology 22:1464–1480

CONAB (2021) Acompanhamento da safra brasileira, v. 8 - Safra 
2020/21, n.10, Décimo levantamento. Conab, Brasília.

Constantin EC, Cleenwerck I, Maes M, Baeyen S, Van Malderghem 
C, De Vos P, Cottyn B (2016) Genetic characterization of strains 
named as Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. dieffenbachiae leads to a 
taxonomic revision of the X. axonopodis species complex. Plant 
Pathology 65:792–806

Corrêa BO, Soares VN, Sangiogo M, Oliveira JR, Moura AB (2017) 
Interaction between bacterial biocontrol-agents and strains of 
Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli effects on biocontrol 

http://agrofit.agricultura.gov.br/agrofit_cons/principal_agrofit_cons
http://agrofit.agricultura.gov.br/agrofit_cons/principal_agrofit_cons


466 Tropical Plant Pathology (2022) 47:457–469

1 3

efficacy of common blight in beans. African Journal of Microbi-
ology Research 11:1294–1302

Costa LC, Debona D, Silveira PR, Cacique IS, Aucique-Pérez CE, 
Resende RS, Oliveira JR, Rodrigues FA (2020) Phosphites of 
manganese and zinc potentiate the resistance of common bean 
against infection by Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli. Jour-
nal of Phytopathology 168:641–651

Coyne DP, Schuster ML (1970) ‘Jules’, a Great Northern dry bean 
variety tolerant to common blight bacterium (Xanthomonas pha-
seoli). Plant Disease Reporter 54:557–559

Coyne DP, Schuster ML (1974) Inheritance and linkage relations of 
reaction to Xanthomonas phaseoli (EF Smith) Dowson (common 
blight), stage of plant development and plant habit in Phaseolus 
vulgaris L. Euphytica 23:195–204

Coyne DP, Schuster ML, Al-Yasiri S (1963) Reaction studies of bean 
species and varieties to common blight and bacterial wilt. Plant 
Disease Reporter 47:534–537

Coyne DP, Schuster ML, Hill K (1973) Genetic control of reaction to 
common blight bacterium in bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) as influ-
enced by plant age and bacterial multiplication. Journal of the 
American Society for Horticultural Science 98:94–99

Coyne DP, Schuster ML (1969) Tara, a new Great Northern dry 
bean variety tolerant to common blight. Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska, College of Agriculture and Home Economics, Agri-
cultural Experiment Station.

Cycoń M, Mrozik A, Piotrowska-Seget Z (2019) Antibiotics in the soil 
environment degradation and their impact on microbial activity 
and diversity. Frontiers in Microbiology 10:338

Darrasse A, Barret M, Cesbron S, Compant S, Jacques MA (2018) 
Niches and routes of transmission of Xanthomonas citri pv. fus-
cans to bean seeds. Plant and Soil 422:115–128

May De Mio LL (2018) Prefácio. In: Pria MD, Silva OS (Eds.) Cultura 
do feijão: doenças e controle Editora UEPG: Ponta Grossa. pp. 
9–10

Ekpo EJA, Saettler AW (1976) Pathogenic variation in Xanthomonas 
phaseoli and X. phaseoli var. fuscans. Plant Disease Reporter 
60:80–83

EMBRAPA (2017) Catálogo de cultivares de feijoeiro comum. Safra 
2016/2017. Embrapa Arroz e Feijão

FAOSTAT. 2021. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations. Available at: http:// www. fao. org/ faost at/ en/# data/ QC/ 
visua lize. Accessed on August 03, 2021

Fedrigo K (2019) Common bean molecular responses to common 
bacterial blight (DSc thesis). Paraná: Universidade Tecnológica 
Federal do Paraná

Foucher J, Ruh M, Preveaux A, Carrère S, Pelletier S, Briand M, Serre 
RF, Jacques MA, Chen NW (2020) Common bean resistance to 
Xanthomonas is associated with upregulation of the salicylic acid 
pathway and downregulation of photosynthesis. BMC Genomics 
21:1–19

Ganiyu SA, Popoola AR, Owolade OF, Fatona KA (2017) Control of 
common bacterial blight disease of cowpea (Vigna unguiculata 
[L.] Walp) with certain plant extracts in Abeokuta, Nigeria. Jour-
nal of Crop Improvement 31:280–288

Gent DH, Lang JM, Schwartz HF (2005) Epiphytic survival of Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. allii and X. axonopodis pv. phaseoli on 
leguminous hosts and onion. Plant Disease 89:558–564

Gilbertson RL, Rand RE, Hagedorn DJ (1990) Survival of Xan-
thomonas campestris pv. phaseoli and pectolytic strains of X. 
campestris in bean debris. Plant Disease 74:322–327

Gilbertson RL, Maxwell DP (1992) Common bacterial blight of bean. 
In: Chaube HS, Kumar J, Mukhopadhyay AN, Singh US (Eds.) 
Plant diseases of international importance, Vol. 2, Diseases of 
vegetables and oil seed crops. Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs. 
pp. 18–39

Grimault V, Olivier V, Rolland M, Darrasse A, Jacques M-A (2021) 
Detection of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli and Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli var. fuscans on Phaseolus vul-
garis (bean) seed in: IST Association (ed) Seed Health Methods: 
7–021–2. International Seed Testing Association, Switzerland

Grondeau C, Samson R, Sands DC (1994) A review of thermopathy 
to free plant materials from pathogens, especially seeds from 
bacteria. Critical Reviews in Plant Sciences 13:57–75

Hagedorn DJ (1967) Streptomycin seed treatment for control of bean 
halo blight. Plant Disease Reporter 51:544–548

He Y, Munkvold GP (2012) Comparison of extraction procedures for 
detection of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli in common 
bean seed. Plant Pathology 61:837–843

He Y, Munkvold GP (2013) Comparison of seed transmission and 
survival of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli and Xan-
thomonas fuscans subsp. fuscans in common bean seeds. Plant 
Health Progress 14:41

Honma S (1956) A bean interspecific hybrid. Journal of Heredity 
47:217–220

IAC (2020) Centro de Grãos e Fibras. Available at: http:// www. iac. sp. 
gov. br/ areas depes quisa/ graos/ feijao. php. Accessed on November 
15, 2020

IDR-PARANÁ (2020) Sementes e Mudas. Available at: http:// www. 
idrpa rana. pr. gov. br/ Pagina/ Sementes-e-Mudas. Accessed on 
November 15, 2020

Karavina C, Mandumbu R, Parwada C, Tibugari H (2011) A review of 
the occurrence, biology, and management of common bacterial 
blight. Journal of Agricultural Technology 7:1459–1474

Kelly JD, Gepts P, Miklas PN, Coyne DP (2003) Tagging and mapping 
of genes and QTL and molecular marker-assisted selection for 
traits of economic importance in bean and cowpea. Field Crops 
Research 82:135–154

Kimati H, Mascarenhas HAA (1967) Incidence of diseases in trials 
with bean varieties in wet cultivation in São Paulo state. Bra-
gantia 26:17–25

Kulshrestha S, Chaturvedi S, Jangir R, Agrawal K (2015) In vitro eval-
uation of antibacterial activity of some plant leaf extracts against 
Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli isolated from seeds of 
lentil (Lens culinaris Medik.). International Research Journal of 
Biological Sciences 4:59–64

Liang LZ, Halloin JM, Saettler AW (1992) Use of polyethylene gly-
col and glycerol as carriers of antibiotics for reduction of Xan-
thomonas campestris pv. phaseoli in navy bean seeds. Plant 
Disease 76:875–879

Liu S, Yu K, Park SJ (2008) Development of STS markers and QTL 
validation for common bacterial blight resistance in common 
bean. Plant Breeding 127:62–68

Mabagala RB (1997) The effect of populations of Xanthomonas camp-
estris pv. phaseoli in bean reproductive tissues on seed infection 
of resistant and susceptible bean genotypes. European Journal of 
Plant Pathology 103:175–181

Maddox DA (1998) Implications of new technologies for seed health 
testing and the worldwide movement of seed. Seed Science 
Research 8:277–284

Maringoni AC (1990) Controle químico do crestamento bacteriano 
comum do feijoeiro e seu efeito na transmissão de Xanthomonas 
campestris pv. phaseoli (Smith) Dye pelas sementes. Pesquisa 
Agropecuária Brasileira 25:1151–1156

Maringoni AC (1998) Virulência de isolados de Xanthomonas camp-
estris pv. phaseoli (Smith) Dye em feijoeiro. Pesquisa Agro-
pecuária Brasileira 33:861–867

Maringoni AC, Komori N (1989) Levantamento das bacterioses do fei-
joeiro no Estado do Paraná. Fitopatologia Brasileira 14:241–244

Maringoni AC, Lauretti RLB (1999) Reação de genótipos de feijoeiro 
comum a Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. phaseoli, Macrophomina 

http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QC/visualize
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QC/visualize
http://www.iac.sp.gov.br/areasdepesquisa/graos/feijao.php
http://www.iac.sp.gov.br/areasdepesquisa/graos/feijao.php
http://www.idrparana.pr.gov.br/Pagina/
http://www.idrparana.pr.gov.br/Pagina/


467Tropical Plant Pathology (2022) 47:457–469 

1 3

phaseolina e Xanthomonas campestris pv. phaseoli. Pesquisa 
Agropecuária Brasileira 34:535–542

Maringoni AC, Fregonese LH, Tófoli JG, Kurozawa C (1993) Reação 
foliar e da vagem de feijoeiro a Xanthomonas campestris pv. 
phaseoli e transmissão da bactéria pelas sementes. Fitopatologia 
Brasileira 18:412–415

Maringoni AC, Kimati H, Kurozawa C (1995) Presença da Xan-
thomonas campestris pv. phaseoli em sementes de feijoeiro 
e consequências epidemiológicas. Fitopatologia Brasileira 
20:449–457

Maringoni AC, Kimati H, Kurozawa C (1998) Comparação de dois 
métodos de extração de Xanthomonas campestris pv. phaseoli 
em sementes de feijoeiro. Pesquisa Agropecuária Brasileira 
33:659–664

Marques ASA, Guimarães PM, Santos J, Vieira TM (2005) Sobre-
vivência e viabilidade de Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli 
em sementes de feijão armazenadas sob condições controladas. 
Fitopatologia Brasileira 30:527–531

Melo LC, Silva ACF, Pereira HS, Melo PGS, Souza TLPO (2019) 
Genetic diversity as an additional selection criterion in a cari-
oca common bean recurrent selection program for resistance 
to common bacterial blight. Genetics and Molecular Research 
18:GMR18368

Miklas PN, Kelly JD, Beebe SE, Blair MW (2006) Common bean 
breeding for resistance against biotic and abiotic stresses: from 
classical to MSA breeding. Euphytica 147:105–131

Mohan ST (1982) Evaluation of Phaseolus coccineus Lam. germplasm 
for resistance to common bacterial blight of bean. Turrialba 
32:489–490

Mohan ST, Mohan SK (1983) Novas linhagens do feijoeiro resistentes 
ao crestamento bacteriano comum. Pesquisa Agropecuária Bra-
sileira 18:1117–1120

Monteiro ALR, Chaves FS, Pantaleão ASL, Carneiro PCS, De Souza 
Carneiro JE, Badel JL (2020) Sources, spectrum, genetics, 
and inheritance of Phaseolus vulgaris resistance against Xan-
thomonas citri pv. fuscans. Phytopathology 110:1428–1436

Monteiro ALR, Pantaleão ASL, Badel JL, Soares PHM, Carneiro VQ, 
Carneiro PCS, Carneiro JES (2021) Genome–wide association 
study (GWAS) of Phaseolus vulgaris resistance to Xanthomonas 
citri pv. fuscans. Plant Pathology 70:1733–1744

Mutlu N, Vidaver AK, Coyne DP, Steadman JR, Lambrecht PA, Reiser 
J (2008) Differential pathogenicity of Xanthomonas campestris 
pv. phaseoli and X. fuscans subsp. fuscans strains on bean geno-
types with common blight resistance. Plant Disease 92:546–554

Myers JR, Kmiecik K (2017) Common bean: Economic importance 
and relevance to biological science research. In: Vega M, Santa-
lla M, Marsolais F (eds) The common bean genome. Springer, 
Cham, pp 1–20

Navarini L, Corte GD, Debora D, Gulart C, Favera DD, Balardin RS 
(2009) Ação de acibenzolar-S-methyl isolado e em combinação 
com fungicidas no manejo de doenças na cultura do feijoeiro. 
Arquivos do Instituto Biológico 76:735–739

Ogle H, Dale M (1997) Disease management: cultural practices. In: 
Brown J, Ogle H (eds) Plant pathogens and plant diseases. Rock-
vale Publishers, Australia, pp 390–404

Opio AF, Allen DJ, Teri JM (1996) Pathogenic variation in Xanthono-
mas campestris pv. phaseoli, the causal agent of common bacte-
rial blight in Phaseolus beans. Plant Pathology 45:1126–1133

Osdaghi E, Shams-Bakhsh M, Alizadeh A, Lak MR, Maleki HH (2011) 
Induction of resistance in common bean by Rhizobium legumi-
nosarum bv. phaseoli and decrease of common bacterial blight. 
Phytopathologia Mediterranea 50:45–54

Paiva BAR, Wendland A, Teixeira NC, Ferreira MA (2020) Rapid 
detection of Xanthomonas citri pv. fuscans and Xanthomonas 
phaseoli pv. phaseoli in common bean by loop-mediated isother-
mal amplification. Plant Disease 104:198–203

Paiva Bar, Wendland A, Borba TC (2018) Molecular characterization 
and differential interaction of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. pha-
seoli and Xanthomonas fuscans subsp. fuscans with common 
beans (Phaseolus vulgaris). Genetics and Molecular Research 
17:gmr16039871

Park SJ, Dhanvantari BN (1987) Transfer of common blight (Xan-
thomonas campestris pv. phaseoli) resistance from Phaseolus 
coccineus Lam. to P. vulgaris L. through interspecific hybridiza-
tion. Canadian Journal of Plant Science 67:685–695

Patel PN, Walker JC (1963) Relation of air temperature and age and 
nutrition of the host to the development of halo and common 
bacterial blights of bean. Phytopathology 53:407–411

Pompeu AS, Crowder LV (1972) Inheritance of resistance of Phaseolus 
vulgaris L. (dry beans) to Xanthomonas phaseoli Dows. (com-
mon blight). Ciência e Cultura 24:1055–1063

Popović T, Balaž J, Nikolić Z, Starović M, Gavrilović V, Aleksić G, 
Vasić M, Živković S (2010) Detection and identification of 
Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli on bean seed collected 
in Serbia. African Journal of Agricultural Research 5:2730–2736

Rademaker JLW, Louws FJ, Schultz MH, Rossbach U, Vauterin L, 
Swings J, De Bruijn FJ (2005) A comprehensive species to 
strain taxonomic framework for Xanthomonas. Phytopathology 
95(9):1098–1111

Rava CA (1984) Patogenicidade de isolamentos de Xanthomonas 
campestris pv. phaseoli. Pesquisa Agropecuária Brasileira 
19:445–448

Rava CA, Sartorato A, Romeiro RS (1990) Avaliação de cultivares 
de feijoeiro quanto a resistência a Xanthomonas campestris pv. 
phaseoli em condições de campo e de casa de vegetação. Summa 
Phytopathologica 16:83–91

Rava AC, Sartorato A (1994) Crestamento bacteriano comum. In: Rava 
AC, Sartorato A (Eds.) Principais doenças do feijoeiro comum e 
seu controle. Embrapa: Brasília. pp. 217–242.

Remeeus PM, Sheppard JW (2006) Proposal for a new method for 
detecting Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli on bean seeds. 
In: ISTA Method Validation Reports. The International Seed 
Testing Association, Switzerland. pp. 1–12

Rezende LCV, Wendland A, Silva LL (2011) Effect of common bacte-
rial blight on the resistance reaction and production of com- mon 
bean genotypes. In: VI Congresso Brasileiro de Melhoramento 
de Plantas. 1–4 August 2011, Buzios, RJ and Pelotas: Sociedade 
Brasileira de Melhoramento de Plantas

Robbs CF (1954) A bacteriose do feijoeiro (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) no 
Distrito Federal. Agronomia 12:231–233

Robinson RA (1976) Plant pathosystems, Vol. 3. Springer-Verlag Ber-
lin Heidelberg, New York

Romeiro RS, Moura AB, Oliveira JR, Silva HSA, Barbosa LS, Soares 
FMP, Peres F (1998) Evidences of constitutive multiple resist-
ance to antibiotics in some plant pathogenic bacteria. Summa 
Phytopathologica 24:220–225

Saettler AW, Anderson AL (1978) Bean diseases. In: Robertson LS, 
Frazier RD (eds) Dry bean production principles & practices. 
Michigan State University, Cooperative Extension Service, pp 
172–179

Saettler AW (1989) Common bacterial blight. In: Schwartz HF, Pastor-
Corrales MA (Eds.) Bean production problems in the tropics, 2th 
Ed. Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical, Colombia, pp 
261–283

Sallam NM (2011) Biological control of common blight of bean (Pha-
seolus vulgaris) caused by Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli 
by using the bacterium Rahnella aquatilis. Archives of Phytopa-
thology and Plant Protection 44:1966–1975

Sangiogo M, Rodriguez DP, Moccellin R, Bermudez JMM, Corrêa 
BO, Moura AB (2018) Foliar spraying with bacterial biocontrol 
agents for the control of common bacterial blight of bean. Pes-
quisa Agropecuária Brasileira 53:1101–1108



468 Tropical Plant Pathology (2022) 47:457–469

1 3

Schaad NW, Postnikova E, Lacy GH, Sechler A, Agarkova I, Stromb-
erg PE, Vidaver AK (2005) Reclassification of Xanthomonas 
campestris pv. citri (ex Hasse 1915) Dye 1978 forms A, B/C/D, 
and E as X. smithii subsp. citri (ex Hasse) sp. nov. nom. rev. 
comb. nov., X. fuscans subsp. aurantifolii (ex Gabriel 1989) 
sp. nov. nom. rev. comb. nov., and X. alfalfae subsp. citrumelo 
(ex Riker and Jones) Gabriel et al., 1989 sp. nov. nom. rev. 
comb. nov.; X. campestris pv malvacearum (ex Smith 1901) 
Dye 1978 as X. smithii subsp. smithii nov. comb. nov. nom. 
nov.; X. campestris pv. alfalfae (ex Riker and .... Systematic 
and Applied Microbiology 28(6):494–518

Scharen AL (1959) Comparative population trends of Xanthomonas 
phaseoli in susceptible, field tolerant and resistant hosts. Phy-
topathology 49:425–428

Schuster ML (1955) A method for testing resistance of beans to 
bacterial blights. Phytopathology 45:519–520

Schuster ML, Coyne DP (1971) New virulent strains of Xanthomonas 
phaseoli. Plant Disease Reporter 55:505–506

Schuster ML, Smith CC (1983) Variability of Xanthomonas phaseoli 
from Dominican Republic. Fitopatologia Brasileira 8:409–414

Schuster ML, Coyne DP, Hoff B (1973) Comparative virulence of 
Xanthomonas phaseoli strains from Uganda, Colombia and 
Nebraska. Plant Disease Reporter 57:74–75

Schwartz HF, Steadman JR, Hall R, Forster RL (2005) Compendium 
of bean diseases. 2th Ed. American Phytopathological Society, 
Saint Paul

Sheppard JW, Roth DA, Saettler AW (1989) Detection of Xan-
thomonas campestris pv. phaseoli in bean. In: Saettler AW, 
Schaad NW, Roth DA (eds) Detection of bacteria in seed and 
other planting material. APS Press, Saint Paul, pp 17–29

Sheppard JW, Kurowski C, Remeeus PM (2007) Detection of Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli and Xanthomonas axo-
nopodis pv. phaseoli var. fuscans on Phaseolus vulgaris. In: 
International Rules for Seed Testing Annexe to Chapter 7. The 
International Seed Testing Association, Bassersdorf. pp.1–16.

Silva A, Dos Santos I, Balbinot AL (2009) Reaction of bean geno-
types to the common bacterial blight, evaluated by two inocu-
lation methods. Ciência e Agrotecnologia 33:2019–2024

Silva FC, Souza RM, Zacaroni AB, Lelis FMV, Figueira AR (2013) 
Otimização da técnica de PCR para a detecção de Xanthomonas 
axonopodis pv. phaseoli em sementes de feijão. Summa Phyto-
pathologica 39:45–50

Silveira PM, Stone LF, Vieira RF (2015) Irrigação. In: Carneiro JE, 
Paula Júnior T, Borém A (Eds.) Feijão do Plantio à Colheita. 
UFV, Viçosa. pp. 173–206.

Simons KJ, Oladzad A, Lamppa R, Maniruzzama NM, McClean 
PE, Osorno JM, Pasche JS (2021) Using breeding populations 
with a dual purpose: cultivar development and gene mapping 
A case study using resistance to common bacterial blight in dry 
bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Frontiers in Plant Science 12:161

Singh SP, Muñoz CG (1999) Resistance to common bacterial blight 
among Phaseolus species and common bean improvement. 
Crop Science 39:80–89

Tebaldi ND, Souza RM, Machado JC (2007) Detecção de Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli em sementes de feijão 
em meio de cultura semi seletivo. Fitopatologia Brasileira 
32:56–58

Tebaldi ND, Peters J, Souza RM, Chitarra LG, Van Der Zouwen 
P, Bergervoet J, Van Der Wolf J (2010) Detection of Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli in bean seeds by flow 
cytometry, immunostaining and direct viable counting. Tropi-
cal Plant Pathology 35:213–222

Toillier SL, Iurkiv L, Meinerz CC, Baldo M, Viecelli CA, Kuhn 
OJ, Schwan-Estrada KRF, Stangarlin JR (2010) Controle de 
crestamento bacteriano comum (Xanthomona axonopodis 
pv. phaseoli) e alterações bioquímicas em feijoeiro induzidas 

por Pycnoporus sanguineus. Arquivos do Instituto Biológico 
77:99–110

Torres JP, Maringoni AC (1997) Reação foliar de genótipos de fei-
joeiro a Xanthomonas campestris pv. phaseoli e transmissão 
via sementes. Fitopatologia Brasileira 22:546–548

Torres JP, Maringoni AC (1999) Métodos de inoculação, estádios de 
desenvolvimento fenológico da planta e reação de cultivares 
de feijoeiro a Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli. Ciência 
e Agrotecnologia 23:124–129

Torres JP, Silva Junior TAF, Maringoni AC (2005) Detection of 
Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli in common bean seeds 
from the state of Paraná (Brazil). Summa Phytopathologica 
35:136–139

Torres JP, Maringoni AC, Silva Júnior TAF (2009a) Survival of Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli var. fuscans in common 
bean leaflets on soil. Journal of Plant Pathology 91:195–198

Torres JP, Silva Júnior TAF, Maringoni AC (2009) Detecção de Xan-
thomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli em sementes de feijoeiro 
provenientes do Estado do Paraná, Brasil. Summa Phytopatho-
logica 35:136–139

Valarini PJ, Menten JOM (1992) Xanthomonas campestris pv. pha-
seoli: método para detecção em sementes de feijão. Fitopato-
logia Brasileira 17:373–383

Valladares-Sanchez NE, Coyne DP, Mumm RF (1983) Inheritance 
and associations of leaf, external, and internal pod reactions to 
common blight bacterium in Phaseolus vulgaris L. Journal of 
the American Society for Horticultural Science 108:272–278

Van Vuurde JWL, Van Den Bovenkamp GW, Birnbaum Y (1983) 
Immunofluorescence microscopy and enzyme-linked immu-
nosorbent assay as potential routine tests for the detection of 
Pseudomonas syringae pv. phaseolicola and Xanthomonas 
campestris pv. phaseoli in bean seed. Seed Science and Tech-
nology 11:547–559

Varma A, Buscot F (2005) Microorganisms in soils: roles in genesis 
and functions. Berlin Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag

Vidaver AK (2012) Xanthomonas campestris pv. phaseoli: cause 
of common bacterial blight of bean. In: Swings JG, Civerolo 
EL (Eds.) Xanthomonas. Springer Science & Business Media, 
Dordrecht, pp 40–44

Vigo SC, Maringoni AC, Camara RC, Lima GPP (2009) Ação 
de tinturas e óleos essenciais de plantas medicinais sobre o 
crestamento bacteriano comum do feijoeiro e na produção de 
proteínas de indução de resistência. Summa Phytopathologica 
35:293–304

Vigo SC, Maringoni AC, Camara RC, Lima GPP (2012) Evaluation 
of pyraclostrobin and acibenzolar-S-methyl on common bacte-
rial blight of snap bean. Semina: Ciências Agrárias 33:167–174

Weller DM, Saettler AW (1980) Colonization and distribution of 
Xanthomonas phaseoli and Xanthomonas phaseoli var. fuscans 
in field-grown navy beans. Phytopathology 70:500–506

Wendland A, Moreira AS, Bianchini A, Giampan JS, Lobo Junior 
M (2016) Doenças do Feijoeiro. In: Amorim L, Rezende JAM, 
Bergamin AF, Camargo LEA (Eds.) Manual de Fitopatologia, 
Vol. 2, Doenças das plantas cultivadas,  5a Edição. Agronômica 
Ceres, Ouro Fino, pp. 383–396

Yoshii K, Gálvez GE, Alvarez G (1978) Screening bean germplasm 
for tolerance to common blight caused by Xanthomonas pha-
seoli and the importance of pathogenic variation to varietal 
improvement. Plant Disease Reporter 62:343–347

Yoshii K (1980) Common and fuscous blights. In: Schwartz HF, 
Gálvez GE (Eds.) Bean production problems. Centro Internac-
ional de Agricultura Tropical, Colombia, pp. 157–172.

Zagonel J (2018) Resistência varietal. In: Pria, M.D. & da Silva, O.C. 
(Eds.) Cultura do Feijão: Doenças e Controle. Editora UEPG, 
Ponta Grossa. Pp. 241–246



469Tropical Plant Pathology (2022) 47:457–469 

1 3

Zaiter HZ, Coyne DP, Vidaver AK, Steadman JR (1989) Differential 
reaction of tepary bean lines to Xanthomonas campestris pv. 
phaseoli. HortScience 24:134–137

Zanatta ZG, Moura AB, Maia LC, Santos ASD (2007) Bioassay for 
selection of biocontroller bacteria against bean common blight 
(Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. phaseoli). Brazilian Journal of 
Microbiology 38:511–515

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


	Common bacterial blight of beans: an integrated approach to disease management in Brazil
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Etiology, history, and symptomatology
	Genetic control
	Cropping practices
	Chemical control
	Biological and alternative control
	Seed health
	Concluding remarks
	References


