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Ghosts?  Goblins?  Spiders the size of a bidding box?  Bah!  If you want to scare the 

neighborhood children this Halloween, show them our October problem, courtesy of 

Bill Schmidt.  With large factions simultaneously passing, inviting game, and bidding 

game outright, and the plurality tossing out a cue-bid that may or may not be game-

forcing, this ought to keep those damn kids off your lawn for a very long time.  As-

suming they're bridge nerds, of course.  Which they almost surely aren't.  So, um, 

forget everything I just said, but get ready for a forum discussion that might keep you 

and your partner up long into the autumn night arguing if you can get out in 3♠ after 

a 3♥ cue-bid on this auction.... 

METHODS ARE 2/1 WITH "WALSH"  

A. Do you agree with South's takeout double? 

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 Yes 12 23 20 

 No 1 4 10 

I thought there would be many more 'No' votes.  On the entry website, I even phrased 

Part B of the problem along the lines of, "No matter what you think of the double, 

assume that space aliens have threatened to vaporize Earth unless you supply an an-

swer for South's second call."  This was designed to deter the unfortunate number of 

abstentions I usually receive when someone really doesn't like the earlier bidding. 

Well, my worries were for naught: the double was a huge winner, nobody ab-

stained on the second half of the problem, and the planet is safe until the November 

4Spot at least.  We're all winners here.  A sampling of 'Yes' votes: 

MICHAEL SHUSTER:  Yes.  Is this a trick question? 

DOUGLAS DYE:  Yes.  1NT might pay off big time, but for now I will stay with the field. 

CRAIG ROBINSON:  Yes.  If I keep waiting for 4-4-4-1 hands, I won't get to bid enough. 

MATCHPOINTS, BOTH VULNERABLE 

♠-K73  ♥-Q9  ♦-AJ102  ♣-KQJ5 

 South West North East 

   Pass 1♥ 

 Double Pass 2♠ Pass 

 ? 



PETE FILANDRO:  Yes.  I was going to open a strong notrump, so a flawed one-level 

takeout double is well within my range.  Besides, declaring Moysian part-scores is a 

much-underappreciated opportunity. 

BARRY COHEN:  Yes.  Of course, I would normally have a fourth spade, but the alter-

native of 1NT is obviously flawed as well. 

AL SHRIVE:  Yes.  Even if you treat the ♥Qx as ♥xx, plenty remains for a double. 

KARL BARTH:  Yes.  It's as good as anything, and we do have decent support for the 

other three suits. 

Among the 35 doublers, the primary alternative of 1NT drew a wide range of adjec-

tives, from 'tempting' (Schwaidelson), to 'possible' (Muenz), to 'too shaky' (Burnett), 

to 'out of the question' (Wachtel).  For the non-doublers: 

RUI MARQUES:  No, prefer 1NT.  If I don't bid it now, I will not be able to show all my 

goodies.  Maybe partner will turn up with ♥Jxx.  And, it's matchpoints, so let's pro-

tect the ♠K. 

BOB GRINWIS:  No, prefer 1NT.  I would prefer to have four spades for a double. 

LYNN HARRIS:  No, prefer Pass.  The last call I would think of making is 1NT, where 

the heart suit could be run against me.  The second call I would veto is double, be-

cause of having only king-seven-three of the unbid major.  I don't like to pass, but 

that's what I'd do here.  My partners are good enough to balance if needed. 

BILL PORT:  No, prefer 2♦.  1NT lies about hearts being stopped.  Double lies about 

having four-card support for the unbid major. 

I originally leaned towards 1NT, but Dye's argument is compelling.  1NT does have a 

rather worrisome flaw.  When in doubt at matchpoints, it's usually best to bide your 

time and stay with the field.  Here, the field is choosing double by a 7-to-1 margin, so 

let's hang out with the cool kids for the time being. 

 

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

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 3♥ 6 11 80 

 Pass 4 7 70 

 3♠ 2 5 60 

 4♠ 1 4 50 

A jump-advance of a takeout double is a nice, simple, reasonably well-defined bid.  It 

shouldn't cause this drastic of a divergence among tournament bridge experts on how 

to proceed.  But, here we are.  Partner produced the one reply that delivered a direct 

hit on both of our hand's weak spots:  our lack of a fourth spade, and the fact that we 

still have no idea whether that blasted ♥Q is worth anything or not.   

Let's start with the folks who don't care to make this auction any more complicated 

than it has to be.  We announced a good hand with spade support.  Partner said not 

only did she have spades, but she was willing to play game if we had extras.  What 

do you know, we have extras.  Add it all up and it equals...  



RUI MARQUES:  4♠.  What else?  It's the contract I want to play.  If partner shows up 

with only four trumps, the Moysian fit does not look awful.  Other choices are mis-

descriptions of the hand, unless we have some conventional artifact to help. 

BILL PORT:  4♠.  I would think that partner is telling me he has roughly 10 points and 

five spades. 

BOB GRINWIS:  4♠.  I'll hope that partner has a fifth spade.  3NT looks shaky with no 

real heart stopper. 

Well, to be fair, we can find out if partner has a heart stopper of her own by bidding 

3♥.  That call comes with its own lovely set of Samsonite matching ultra-durable car-

bon-composite baggage, however.  We'll get to it in a moment.  If you feel that bang-

ing out a game contract in spades is a stretch, what about a simple invitation? 

PHILIP FREIDENREICH:  3♠.  I need partner to have a maximum to play 4♠. 

CRAIG ROBINSON:  3♠.  My hand has considerable value in a spade contract.  I don't 

like 3♥ because the lead in 3NT will come through my hand. 

DAVE WACHSMAN:  3♠.  At matchpoints, I will extend an invitation to partner.  This 

portrays a seven-loser hand using Losing Trick Count.  If partner has a 7 LTC hand of 

his own, he should accept. 

The plurality choice was to cue-bid, which makes perfect sense on some levels.  Given 

our dodgy major-suit holdings, it seems appropriate to give partner a chance to sug-

gest another strain, hopefully 3NT.  What can possibly go wrong?  I mean, 3♥ is ob-

viously forcing to game, right? 

BOB AND JOANN GLASSON:  3♥.  Showing values for game with three-card spade sup-

port and doubt about strain.  The cue-bid gives partner a chance to bid 3NT with 

♥Axx or ♥Kxx, allowing us to right-side the contract. 

TOM WEIK:  3♥.  "Medic!" is my real call -- I'm afraid I've sickened another partner!  

Back to bridge.  3♥ seems clear cut, announcing extra values, moving towards a likely 

game, and looking for partner to rebid a five-card spade suit or to bid 3NT with a 

heart stopper or two.  An issue arises if partner bids four of a minor.  It will be tough 

to decide between a four-three spade fit or a minor-suit contract at the four- or five-

level.  I would lean towards 4♠.  Pass could be a winner, but game seems quite pos-

sible and the bonus beckons. 

ANDY MUENZ:  3♥.  Clearly, I want to force to game when partner jumps, but I'm not 

sure which game.  This should deny four-card spade support.  If partner has a heart 

stopper, I'd rather be dummy in 3NT so that opener is on lead.  To use an F-word:  

3♥ is the most flexible bid. 

BILL PARKS:  3♥.  We clearly have game values but probably not enough for slam.  3♥ 

makes finding the right strain the primary goal.  If partner has values in hearts, she'll 

most likely offer 3NT, making my ♥Q a valuable card and right-siding the contract as 

well.  I'll sign off in 4♠ over any other reply; even a four-three fit should be fine 

barring a terrible trump break.  I sure am glad I didn't overcall 1NT. 

Um, I said: 3♥ is obviously forcing to game, right? 

DOUGLAS DYE:  3♥.  This round is easy.  I have enough to force (for now) and would 

be delighted if partner finds a 3NT bid.  This looks like a notrump hand that will play 



better from partner's side.  The problem is what to do if all she can muster is a tepid 

3♠.  I will probably pass, as she can hold a good hand that offers no play for game. 

BILL FOSTER:  3♥.  Western Cue asking for a heart stopper.  If partner simply rebids 

3♠, I'll try to use table feel and the state of our game to decide whether to bid 4♠ 

or not.  If partner bids four of a minor, I'll risk 4♠. 

CHRIS MARLOW:  3♥.  This and pass seem to be the only available options.  The ♥Q 

is a negative, but with most of the remaining HCP with my right-hand opponent, my 

values seem well placed for a game-try. 

BILL BURNETT:  3♥.  Partner probably has some heart length, so this hand won't play 

well unless he can produce a heart stopper or two.  I'll pass any response (but at 

IMPs, I'll raise 3♠ to four.) 

KARL BARTH:  3♥.  This seems clear, to give partner the chance to bid 3NT.  She has 

an easy 3♠ rebid if she wants to put on the brakes.  It also gives her the option to 

bid 4♠ if she's happy to play there opposite middling trump support. 

Isn't bridge fun, kids?  Now, to be fair: both the 3♥-is-Game-Forcing and 3♥-is-Only-

a-One-Round-Force camps would probably agree that blame for this debacle belongs 

squarely at the feet of the D4MSC's lovable but addlebrained Director.  The ignorant 

lout should have included a footnote specifying the partnership agreement!  Well, 

perhaps so, but I'll be honest:  I truly believed that 3♥ was forcing at least to 3NT.  

Call me unimaginative, but in the mathematics of bridge bidding, I can't see how 

(takeout double) + (jump advance) + (cue-bid) can possibly = (yeah, sure partner, we 

can still come screeching to a halt in a part-score.) 

So how would I invite partner to bid 3NT in this auction, if that were my objective?  

Seems to me that a simple 3♠ does the trick quite nicely.  This shouldn't guarantee a 

fourth spade.  If North has only four spades plus a heart stopper, and she wishes to 

accept my invitation, she can bid 3NT to offer a choice of strains.  No muss, no fuss, 

and it makes the auction much more comfortable for partner, who doesn't have to 

jump to 4♠ over 3♥ with an extra queen or so, for fear of being dropped in 3♠.  Re-

member, we could still have a very strong hand on this auction, and 3♥ might be our 

prelude to investigating slam.  If so, the last thing we need is for partner to chew up 

an entire round of bidding needlessly. 

Many 3♥ bidders take no explicit position one way or the other on the game-forc-

ingness of their bid.  Read their comments and judge for yourself. 

RICH ROTHWARF:  3♥.  Even though we have only three spades and the ♥Q might be 

worthless, we also have 16 HCP.  Partner may have five spades, may have 10-11 HCP, 

and may have a heart stopper.  We're too good to give up on game. 

RAY RASKIN:  3♥.  Giving partner a chance to bid 3NT with a heart card. 

CHRIS KAUFMAN (with BARRY COHEN, HOWARD WACHTEL, and JOHN VOLPEL espousing 

the same bidding plan):  3♥.  What else?  If partner replies 3NT, great.  I'll raise 3♠ 

to four.  If partner bids four of a minor, I'll shoot out 4♠. 

AL SHRIVE:  3♥.  Let's play Bob Hamman's favorite contract: 3NT from the correct 

side if partner has a heart stopper. 



BRUCE SCHWAIDELSON:  3♥.  This does not confirm spades, but it does say that I hold 

more than a minimum.  Partner is now alerted that I might not have four-card sup-

port.  If he chooses 3NT or 4♠, that's where we'll play.  If he rebids 3♠, I'll carry on 

to four.  Of course, he might bid four of a minor.... 

We'd certainly need help from partner in hearts to play 3NT, though perhaps the 

right-siding aspect is a bit overblown.  If North has ace-low in hearts, it matters a lot 

which opponent is on lead.  If she has king-third or ace-third, we likely have two stop-

pers either way.  And, as Muenz ominously observes, if North's "help" is king-low, it 

doesn't matter at all who's on lead, not to mention the fact that our contract is in 

deep doo-doo. 

Phew!  Are we done?  Nope, not yet.  There's still one last option...and, considering 

the form of scoring and all the potentially treacherous waters ahead, it's a rather 

attractive one at that: 

PETE FILANDRO:  Pass.  Inviting (with what, 3♠?) would be semi-suicidal.  Let's say 

partner holds ♠AQxx of spades and the ♣A.  He has a near-max with two and a half 

quick tricks and will cheerily bid 4♠.  And, he'll be an underdog, needing three-three 

spades.  With a fully working nine-count, like ♠Qxxx ♥xx ♦Kxx ♣Axxx, he might go 

on, but even passing 3♠ leaves him with two heart losers, two spades (minimum!) 

and needing a winning guess for the ♦Q. 

MARK BOLOTIN:  Pass.  Partner wasn't strong enough to open, he won't have six 

spades (no 2♠ opener), so why go any higher?  The tougher question might come 

next round. 

MICHAEL SHUSTER:  Pass.  Let's give partner a useful maximum hand: 

♠AQ9xx   ♥Jxxx   ♦Kx   ♣xx 

He might even have called 4♠ with this, but let's say he bid only 2♠.  And, we are 

almost certainly down on the third round of hearts.  Now, admittedly, we have a 

good play for 3NT opposite that perfect max, but we really can't investigate alterna-

tive strains without going overboard on many of partner's weaker holdings.  To put 

the hand in context, we have one more heart loser and one fewer trump that partner 

is hoping for.  Not to mention the form of scoring rewards a steady stream of plus 

scores. 

STEVE WHITE:  Pass.  I hope I won't have to face partner's wrath if we miss an easy 

game.  But, if my hearts were two low, then passing would be easy.  The ♥Q is likely 

enough to be wasted that I'll still pass. 

DON DALPE:  Pass.  Close, but I guess I'm getting conservative in my old age. 

Ditto.  Passing could be very wrong, and I'd surely find some bid at IMPs (or against 

weak defenders.)  But, Shuster's "steady stream of plus scores" is a very compelling 

argument.  This is a razor-close decision. 

Let's wrap up with the man who had a front-row seat when this problem actually 

arose: 

BILL SCHMIDT:  3♠.  Pass is a close second choice, but it would be embarrassing to 

pass and find partner with: ♠AQ10xx  ♥xxx  ♦xxx  ♣Ax. 



Bill reports that his partner jumped to 4♠ with South's hand.  This was not a rousing 

success when trumps failed to cooperate:  down three, which could have been down 

four with best defense.  Talk about Halloween horror stories!  See you next month. 

♣    ♦    ♥    ♠ 

 

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/ 

 

 


