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February -- the traditional month of groundhogs, love, and usually a bridge 

tournament or two in case those first two traditions don't end well.  Here at 

D4MSC Headquarters, we're into our new monthly rhythm.  We even have a 

nice new feature to make our job (and yours) easier:  you can now view and 

enter the Club's monthly contest online at 

http://d4msc.straguzzi.org 

That address is where all future problems will be posted.  Over time, we'll build 

out the site to include niceties like our annual D4MSC Challenge standings and 

a Wall of Fame of past winners.  (Speaking of the Challenge, remember that for 

2017 your lowest two monthly scores are dropped.  So, even if you haven't par-

ticipated yet, you can still earn this year's Panelists or Solvers title.  Act now, 

supplies are limited.) 

METHODS ARE 2/1 WITH "WALSH" 

A. Do you agree with South's initial double?  If not, what call do you prefer? 

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 Yes 6 12 20 

 No, Pass 1 0 10 

 No, 1NT 1 0 10 

 No, 2♣ 1 0 10 

 No, 1♥ 0 2 10 

For such an overwhelming winner, "Yes" didn't exactly inspire a lot of love and 

confidence in its proponents.  Maybe someday the Laws of Bridge will be 

amended to permit a yellow "Abstain" card in our bidding boxes.  Until that 

time, most of our District's experts are reaching for The Big Red 'X': 

SAUL & ROSELYN TEUKOLSKY:  Yes.  Clear-cut. 

TOM WEIK:  Yes.  Everything has flaws. 

MATCHPOINTS, BOTH VUL. 

♠-KQ  ♥-AJ72  ♦-874  ♣-AKQ9 

 South West North East 

   Pass 1♦ 

 Double 2♦* Pass Pass 

 ?? 

* - 3♦ would have been preemptive 



RUI MARQUES:  Yes.  Other alternatives are bigger distortions of the hand. 

DAVE WACHSMAN:  Yes.  19 HCP requires a takeout double. 

HOWARD WACHTEL:  Yes.  I cannot think of a better call. 

BILL SCHMIDT:  Yes.  But pass would be my (close) second choice. 

You get the idea.  Obviously, we'd all prefer one more spade, one fewer dia-

mond, and one less dense Center-Hand Opponent who might overcompete in 

spades until we're doubled and we get our heads handed to us.  These are the 

cards they dealt us, however, and partner is what we dealt ourselves, so double 

it is.  Besides, as one Solver astutely points out: 

CHRIS MARLOW:  Yes.  This is too heavy for a notrump or suit overcall, and I can 

handle partner's continuations easily enough. 

Well, yes, his initial advance at least.  If he bids hearts or clubs, we'll raise to an 

appropriate level.  If he bids 1NT, game in notrump it is.  If he bids spades, the 

rat, we'll cue-bid to suggest fewer than four spades and to ask for a second suit 

or a diamond stopper.  If he makes a penalty pass, we'll do a little happy dance.  

Partner might still go wrong later in the auction, but it'll be difficult for him to 

go wrong sooner. 

Mind you, if you do decide to double, make it snappy: 

PETE FILANDRO:  Yes.  I was 50/50 between Pass and Double in a bidding contest.  

But at the table, my 30-plus seconds of thinking makes it 100% for Double.  A 

pained, slow pass is unfair to my partner -- and, the opponents tend to notice.  3NT 

and 4♥ are still in the picture. 

If not double, then what? 

RAY RASKIN:  No, prefer 2♣.  I can see major problems later after a double. 

DON DALPE:  No, prefer 1NT.  I am looking for a position that would lead to the big 

hand declaring a part score.  1NT, although a slight underbid, seems best.  I just 

cannot see passing with a 19 count, and I am unlikely to be able to come in safely 

later.  Double gives our side the most difficulty on layouts that seem likely. 

STEVE WHITE:  No, prefer 1♥.  Doubling with only two spades is out. 

One panelist is going green: 

ED SHAPIRO:  No, prefer Pass.  An off-shape double without a clear rebid makes me 

hope partner will reopen as needed.  I'd like this a lot less at IMPs. 

To be honest, my close second choice is 1NT.  It's not a bad description at all, 

and the extra values might counterbalance the lack of a diamond stopper.  I'm 

not a fan of overcalling on a four-card suit unless I have a one-bid hand.  I admit 

that the double makes me nervous, though.  LHO might preempt big, or partner 

might insist on spades with four, or we might be endplayed into bidding 

notrump later with diamonds wide open.  Or...or......... 



B. With the auction as given, what is your call? 

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 2♥ 5 2 80 

 Pass 3 3 70 

 Double 0 6 60 

 3♣ 1 1 50 

 3♦ 0 2 40 

...or the stinking opponents might absolutely paralyze us with the most innocu-

ous continuation imaginable.  Two diamonds?  We're stuck for a call over two 

freaking diamonds??  I hate bridge. 

PETE FILANDRO (with BOB BROWNE and DAVE WACHSMAN concurring on the math):  
Pass.  Now I know that the high-card points are approximately 13-19-7 around me, 

leaving partner with "all" the rest.  I can't afford to continue, vulnerable, even 

though we are 95% to have an eight-card fit somewhere.  Worse, when partner is 

4=3=2=4, he'll bid 2♠ and we'll play in a six-card fit instead of our eight-card fit! 

BOB BROWNE (post-math):  Pass.  I have a feeling that the opponents are just wait-

ing to drop the axe on us, and I'm not going to cooperate. 

RUI MARQUES:  Pass.  If hearts and clubs were switched, I might bid 2♥.  As it is, 

vulnerable, too many things might go wrong, like a Moysian, or a bad trump split, 

or partner bidding more.  At this form of scoring and these colors, I chicken out. 

BILL FOSTER:  Pass.  Not vulnerable, I might consider doubling again for takeout. 

Weik passes because he fears partner's spades.  Wachsman passes because he 

fears -200, or even -100 when their max is +90.  No doubt if this were IMPs, 

we'd all pass while shooting a disgusted glance at partner for his fondness for 

picking up lousy cards. 

Unfortunately, however, this is matchpoints, where selling out at the two-

level on a fit-auction is usually a capital crime.  Partner might shoot more than 

a glance at us if we pass this out when we can make something, or when every-

one else is pushing the opponents to three diamonds and then setting them.  

We must take action!  It's our matchpoint duty!  It's our galactic destiny!  And 

that re-opening action should be...um...well...... 

BARRY COHEN:  Double.  I know partner is just about broke.  When he likely bids 

spades, maybe he'll have five of them, or at least four to the jack. 

BILL SCHMIDT:  Double.  Expecting partner to have five or more spades.  If not, he's 

about as likely to bid 2♥ as 2♠.  Anyway, my partners enjoy playing four-two fits. 

Barry, meet Bill.  Bill, Barry.  Let me know how the partnership works out. 

CONNIE GOLDBERG:  Double.  Although the opponents could be in a four-three fit, 

and pass may be my best action, I double one more time. I hope we have an 

agreement about 2NT if partner bids it.  I will pass 2♥, or 2♠.  If we play lebensohl 

here, I will have a better idea of what to expect if he bids 3♣.  If partner had a stiff 

diamond, I think he would have bid a five-card suit the last round, even with a Yar-

borough, unless the suit was clubs. 



GENE MARKS:  Double.  It's either that or pass, and I really don't want to defend 

two diamonds making two. 

STEVE WHITE:  Double.  Sure, it's contradictory with my preference in Problem A.  

(Steve would have overcalled 1♥ -- Ed.)  But if the auction has started this way, 

then that's presumably our style, and in that case a second double is best.  This is a 

balancing position, so if I bid only 2♥, partner will never play me for this much. 

BARRY PASSER:  Double.  Partner is broke, but this is not IMPs.  Okay, even at 

matchpoints, I lose big if partner has nothing better to bid than a four-card spade 

suit.  But, I win if I hit partner with five or more spades, or with four hearts and 

shortness anywhere, or a club bid.  I like them odds... 

Marlow largely echoes Passer with one addendum: he'll try 3♣ over partner's 

2♠ advance, showing clubs and hearts.  Well, hey, why not?  It might work out.  

Plus, as the old saying goes, they can only hang you once, and likewise they can 

only saddle you with one zero per board. 

I'm not convinced at all that passing here is wrong.  I'm fairly certain, howev-

er, that if you must compete, then this must be better than doubling again: 

CRAIG ROBINSON:  2♥.  Wow, aren't matchpoints fun!  At IMPs, I'd pass and go on 

to the next deal.  Here, I have to worry about the –90 staring me in the face.  I can't 

double again because odds are that partner will bid spades, and then I will be in 

deep trouble.  Partner should have at most two diamonds, so I might get to eight 

tricks via ruffs or by inducing a trump opening lead. 

DOUGLAS DYE:  2♥.  Pass might be a better chance to go plus, but it cuts against 

the grain for me. 

ED SHAPIRO:  2♥.  I hope I'm not playing in their four-four fit.  At least after my pre-

ferred first-round pass, it's much more likely that West has no longish major, which 

is not the case after I have doubled. 

DON DALPE:  2♥.  Pass might be the smart thing to do, but I must protect after 

making the inferior initial takeout double at matchpoints. 

MARK BOLOTIN: 2♥.  I'm relying on partner's expected shortness in diamonds.  He 

can't have much else, but if he has even three hearts and a singleton diamond, 

then this might make. 

Mark goes on to say that if partner, with only two hearts, runs to 2♠, he'll bid 

3♣.  In contrast: 

RAY RASKIN:  2♥.  I might as well continue on this strange line.  If partner now bids 

spades, I can happily pass. 

I agree with Ray.  In the modern style, double-then-suit shows more or less this 

strength in a 6-3-3-1 or 5-3-3-2 skeleton.  Granted that we hold nothing of the 

sort, but hey, matchpoints.  Anyway, if partner has only two hearts to go along 

with his presumed two diamonds at most, he'll have a five-card black suit and 

will bid it.  We might wind up in a crappy seven-card fit, but, unlike after a sec-

ond double, we should never end up in a crappy SIX-card fit.  Such is considered 



triumph at this form of scoring.  With a big one-suiter, we either overcall or 

double initially, then jump in our suit. 

Of course, if opener is 4=4=3=2 and partner holds three diamonds, then all 

these considerations go out the window.  We are in deep doo-doo, and "chick-

en" passers like Pete and Rui will be giving us smug smirks for the rest of the 

session.  Such is life. 

Minority reports: 

HOWARD WACHTEL: 3♦.  Shows a very strong hand and invites partner to bid 3NT 

with a diamond stopper.  If instead you double again and partner advances 2♠, 

then what? 

SAUL & ROSELYN TEUKOLSKY:  3♣.  Partner is likely to have four clubs or four hearts. 

Over 2♦, if he had five spades, he may have bid them.  If he was too weak to bid, 

even with five spades, well then, we're screwed.  This is bridge, the game we all 

know and love. :-) 

LYNN HARRIS: 3♣.  Sometimes there are no good or easy bids.  Partner should have 

something, somewhere.  If he has absolutely nothing and I am doubled, then it's 

probably -500 or -800.  I would prefer a different hand for this bid, but double, 2♥, 

2♠, and 2NT are all not right.  I certainly have made worse bids than 3♣. 

Haven't we all? 

♣    ♦    ♥    ♠ 

Unlike January's problem, where we spread 100's around like grass seed, this 

month proved much tougher.  Panelists Craig Robinson and Doug Dye earned 

perfect 100s, along with Solver Mark Bolotin. 

 

If all goes to plan, the new month's problem will appear on the website by the 

28th of every month.  Entries will be accepted until the 20th of the following 

month (though a day or two late is usually okay.)  The address, again, is 

http://d4msc.straguzzi.org. 

 

The District 4 Master Solvers' Club appreciates problem submissions of any sort.  

Our crack analytic staff can be reached at d4msc@straguzzi.org. 

 


