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Welcome to the dog days of summer. Not that anyone feels like running in this heat, 

but the races for the coveted 2017 D4MSC Championships have tightened up over 

the past two months -- updated standings are at the end of the article.  This month's 

problem arose on BBO, and between its matchpoints and IMPs variants it drew nine 

different responses from our District experts. 

METHODS ARE 2/1 WITH "WALSH" 

A. What call do you make at Matchpoints? 

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 3NT 8 5 50 

 Double 3 3 40 

 2♠ 1 3 30 

 2NT 0 3 30 

 3♦ 0 3 30 

 3♥ 0 1 20 

 4♦ 0 1 20 

 4♠ 0 1 20 

Pretty much everyone who has played duplicate bridge is familiar with Hamman's 

Law:  "If you have a choice of reasonable bids, and one of them is three notrump, then 

bid it."  A plurality of the Club followed Bob's advice this month, not once but (spoiler 

alert!) twice.  At IMPs, I sympathize.  At matchpoints...er, well, let's see what sort of 

case the 3NT bidders can build. 

TOM WEIK:  3NT.  Ugly!  Partner presumably has 4=2=?=? distribution and at least a 

little high-card strength in the minors.  Is it too much to hope he has the ♦K?  Even 

then we still might go down on a bad day, starting with a club lead, but we'll always 

be in a contract with reasonable chances.  3NT is flawed but so too are other calls.  

2NT and 3♦ are underbids, 3♥ will usually miss 3NT when it's right, and a four-three 

spade fit will subject my spade honors to be spent on club ruffs. 

NEITHER SIDE VULNERABLE 

♠-AKJ  ♥-KJ7  ♦-AQ7643  ♣-8 

 South West North East 

  Pass Pass Pass 

 1♦ 1♥ Double 2♥ 

 ? 

 



JAY APFELBAUM:  3NT.  Too much to bid only 3♦.  Other calls that show a hand this 

strong (e.g., 3♠ or 4♦) are either grossly misdescriptive or take us past our most 

likely game contract. 

DON DALPE:  3NT.  At matchpoints, what else am I supposed to do?  Yes, a diamond 

slam may be making, but I'd rather try 3NT than invite a diamond or spade contract. 

RUI MARQUES (with HOWARD WACHTEL similarly):  3NT.  Protecting my hearts from 

the opening lead, and bidding what I would like to be playing.  A club lead might be 

awkward, but I'll take that chance. 

MICHAEL SHUSTER:  3NT.  I've got soft stuff in hearts and an obvious path to nine 

tricks.  If I'm missing the ♦K, I will often be able to play diamonds safely into West. 

BOB & JOANN GLASSON:  3NT.  We can't think of another forcing call and clearly game 

is in the picture.  Clubs are partner's problem. 

ANDY MUENZ:  3NT.  Should have decent play opposite the typical 6-to-8 count part-

ner will produce.  A one-level negative double means it's extremely unlikely partner 

has more than four spades. 

BARRY COHEN:  3NT.  If there is a game, I want to play it from my side.  (All my part-

ners say this a lot.  I wonder why? -- NS.)  My hand is too good for 2NT or 3♦. 

No doubt 3NT is the most likely best contract.  Even when it can't make, it sometimes 

will anyway, bridge defenders being what they are.  If partner were barred, hopeless, 

or drunk, I'd bid it in a heartbeat.  But if he's legal, competent and more or less sober, 

then what's wrong with this? 

STEVE WHITE:  3♦.  Sure it's an underbid, but it's a near-certain plus score at match-

points, and the hearts might not be worth much. 

If partner has the ♦K, this will get him to upgrade it in a big way.  And, it leaves us a 

clear path to 3NT, as partner can bid 3♥ if he wants to learn about our heart stopper.  

Hamman's Law is fine, but I prefer Straguzzi's Corollary:  "If you have a choice of rea-

sonable bids, and one of them will usually get you to 3NT when it's right while keeping 

you the hell out of it when it's not, then bid that instead and try to forget how much 

better of a player Bob Hamman is than I am."  It's a mouthful but hey, if pithiness is 

what you're after, go read haikus. 

While we're on the subject of bridge maxims, there's always the matchpoint classic, 

"Minors are for children": 

RAY RASKIN:  2♠.  This looks like the time to play a four-three fit.  We can always get 

to diamonds later if need be. 

BILL SCHMIDT:  2♠.  Can't pass up a possible +140.  If partner bids again, I'll try 3NT.  

Otherwise, I'm content to play the higher-scoring partial. 

In an oddity, the second-most popular call was not even mentioned by the 3NT con-

tingent, or any other faction for that matter.  But, its proponents certainly make a 

solid case for it, even if they aren't all on the same page with respect to follow-ups: 

ED SHAPIRO:  Double.  Does anyone still play this as an absolute penalty double?  If 

so, maybe we'll beat it.  More seriously, over partner's spade bid, I'll bid diamonds 

next, showing extras (although maybe not quite this many extras.) 



CONNIE GOLDBERG:  Double.  Showing a good hand and keeping all options open.  If 

partner bids 3♣, I will try 3NT.  If he bids 3♦, I'll make a move towards slam. 

PETE FILANDRO:  Double. Over partner's expected 3♣, I'll bid 3♦.  This will show a 

hand with extra strength, good diamonds, and usually flexibility (including spade tol-

erance and willingness to defend), all of which I have.  It also has the advantage of 

keeping the bidding low if partner is minimum. 

BRUCE SCHWAIDELSON:  Double.  The good ol' "DSI" (Do Something Intelligent - Ed.) 

double, showing extras.  If partner bids 3♣, as expected, I plan to bid 3♦ rather than 

3NT hoping that he'll get the message that I'm looking for diamond help.  If he's 

staring at something like: 

 ♠Qxxx   ♥xx   ♦Kx   ♣QJxxx 

...I hope he'll bid 3♥ to ask for my stopper.  Because it's matchpoints, I don't find the 

need or urgency to go down in 3NT. 

MARK BOLOTIN:  Double.  Can I really have a penalty double?  I think this should be 

card-showing and should deny four spades.  If partner bids 3♣, or 3♥ asking for a 

stopper, I'll bid 3NT.  3♦ would leave me in a tough position, but I'll probably assume 

he has the ♦K and try 3NT. 

KARL BARTH:  Double.  It's sort of a cop-out to double, but the flexibility seems suti-

able.  We want partner to know that we're not on a minimum, that it's our deal, and 

that we want her to act.  It looks to me that we can handle any call she makes, too. 

I wouldn't treat double as penalty either, but I'd probably assume a balanced 18-19 

HCP hand with an inadequate or nonexistent heart stopper.  3=3=6=1 seems a bit off 

the sweet spot for the call, though we should have ample chances to recover if partner 

doesn't pass.  Mind you, I play 2NT here as showing a strong balanced hand with a 

heart stopper of worth, rather than as a merely competitive noise.  So do: 

BILL FOSTER:  2NT.  Right on point count at least.  The deal seems to belong to us, 

and I would like to be declarer if possible.  If partner bids clubs, I will rebid my dia-

monds.  If partner bids 3♠, presumably showing at least five, I'll raise to four. 

CHRIS KAUFMAN:  2NT.  Just trying to be practical/greedy.  If there's some way to find 

out if partner has five spades or has club stoppers, I can't think of it.  3♥ would seem 

primarily to be asking for a heart stopper, so that won't help -- he's most likely to bid 

4♣, taking us past our best game.  I could just bid 4♠ and pray, but that doesn't seem 

any more likely to succeed than to bid 3NT and pray. 

AL SHRIVE:  2NT.  I assume that this shows strength and that we are not using 

"Good/Bad 2NT".  If we are, then 3NT. 

Solo pilots: 

DAVE WACHSMAN:  3♥.  When confronted with a difficult bidding choice, I remind 

myself that bridge is a partnership game.  If I can convey useful information while 

eliciting useful information, then I have chosen the best bid.  3♥ tells partner that 

we have the values for game.  If partner happens to be 4=0=4=5 or 4=0=5=4, her 4♥ 

return cue might pave the way to slam. 

BILL BURNETT: 4♠.  Keeps it right-sided, and I might get to ruff a club for a better 

score than 3NT.  I hope partner doesn't have only three spades! 



A. What call do you make at Imps? 

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 3NT 7 8 50 

 Double 3 1 40 

 3♥ 2 3 40 

 2♠ 0 2 20 

 2NT 0 2 20 

 3♦ 0 2 20 

 4♠ 0 1 20 

 5♦ 0 1 20 

IMP scoring definitely made a difference on this problem, though at the end of the 

day, King Hamman still rules.  About 40% of respondents changed their call, with the 

largest group (myself included) rushing to the waiting arms of 3NT. 

RAY RASKIN:  3NT.  (2♠ at matchpoints.)  If this is a possible contract, it should be 

bid now. 

MARK BOLOTIN:  3NT.  (Double at MPs.)  The best shot at game.  If I take nine tricks, 

partner won't ask why I bid it without a club stopper.  Actually, I think double is the 

right call here too, but the risk of a misunderstanding costs more at IMPs. 

BILL BURNETT:  3NT.  (4♠ at MPs.)  Probably the safest game. 

STEVE WHITE: 3NT.  (3♦ at MPs.)  We must bid game at IMPs.  I just wish we could 

bid the right one.  Most alternatives tend to preclude 3NT, which will often be best 

even when we have no club stopper because the opponents might not find the lead. 

Another reason to be a chicken at IMPs is practical: right or wrong, there is a stigma 

associated with missing a successful game in a team match.  If you're +110 and your 

other pair is +50, that's a four-IMP pickup and your teammates probably will forget 

about your erudite stop by the time the comparison is over.  If you're +110 and your 

other pair is -400, that's seven IMPs away and your teammates will remember it for 

a long time.  It's what teammates do. 

Two panelists and one solver changed their call from 3NT to something else.  It's 

not that they're unconcerned about stigmata, because neither seem inclined to stop 

in a part-score.  Rather, they are searching for the right game (or slam): 

RUI MARQUES:  3♥.  A diamond or spade slam might be in the cards, so I'll go with a 

cue bid to get more information.  Over 3♠, I'll bid 4♠.  Over 4♦ I'll drive to slam. 

DON DALPE:  3♥.  And hope that partner can help with the final contract selection 

(guess). 

HOWARD WACHTEL:  3♥.  I cannot risk going down on a club lead in 3NT while the 

opponents at the other table go plus, creating a significant IMP swing.  For now I'll 

cue-bid hearts to show extra values. 

CHRIS KAUFMAN:  3♥.  (2NT at MPs.)  Ugh.  If partner rebids 3♠, I'll raise to four.  If 

he responds 4♣, which is likely, I'll bid 4♦.  If he bids 4♦, I'll bid 5♦. 



If 3NT is wrong, the 3♥ call will probably be a winner.  Considering how loaded we 

are for bear in the majors, however, I worry that partner will be reluctant to get us to 

3NT when it's right. 

Heading for the harbor that Steve White and I just evacuated are: 

BILL SCHMIDT:  3♦.  (2♠ at MPs.)  This gives us the best chance to go plus and/or to 

get to a successful game. 

AL SHRIVE:  3♦.  (2NT at MPs.)   Actually, my regular partner and I do play (Reverse) 

Good/Bad 2NT, so my 3♦ bid here would show significant extras.  Without that 

agreement, 3♦ still shows extras.  I could have passed with a minimum opener. 

True.  If we bid 2♠, effectively "raising" partner's implied suit, that would be purely 

competitive.  Any other call should show better than a minimum.  3♦ is still something 

of an underbid though, and it's riskier at IMPs.  It could be based on no more than a 

really good diamond suit and a desire to be a pest to the opponents.  But, partner 

shouldn't play us for that unless we checked the "Same-suit rebids in competition 

might only show personality defects" box on our convention card.  Al gets the final 

word this month; see you in September! 

♣    ♦    ♥    ♠ 

Eight months down, four to go in the 2017 District 4 MSC Challenge.  Keep in mind 

that every contestant's two lowest monthly scores will be dropped, so 600 is the max 

at this stage. 

PPPPANELISTSANELISTSANELISTSANELISTS    

1. Pete Filandro 580 

2. Connie Goldberg 570 

3. Don Dalpe 560 

 Bob & Joann Glasson 560 

 Rui Marques 560 

 Ed Shapiro 560 

 Michael Shuster 560 

8. Douglas Dye 550 

9. Craig Robinson 520 

10. Ray Raskin 510 

SSSSOLVERSOLVERSOLVERSOLVERS    

1. Dave Wachsman 570 

 Steve White 570 

3. Mark Bolotin 550 

 Al Shrive 550 

5. Bruce Schwaidelson 530 

6. Barry Cohen 510 

7. Rick Olanoff 500 

 Bill Schmidt 500 

9. Samuel Dorfman 490 

 Bill Foster 490 

 Chris Marlow 490 

 

♣    ♦    ♥    ♠ 

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

crack analytic staff can be reached at d4msc@straguzzi.org.  Monthly problems plus 

our online submission form can be found at http://d4msc.straguzzi.org/ 

 

 


