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In November 2019, the venerable denizens of the D4MSC were asked if they'd open 

2NT on a hand roughly in range for strength, but with a bare A.  Just two said they 
would.  Fast forward 12 months later and...wow.  What a difference a pandemic 
makes.  Mind you, this time 2NT is a jump-rebid, and partner has politely responded 
in the suit of our singleton.  Those factors seemingly tipped the scales, but there are 
25 avowed diamond bidders who'd like to tip them back.  Let's see which side can 
make the better case in our penultimate problem of 2020. 

METHODS ARE 2/1 WITH "WALSH" 

 

1. What is your call? 

 ANSWER PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 
 2NT 6 22 100 

 2 5 11 90 

 3 0 9 80 
 3NT 0 1 70 

Singleton?  What singleton? 

DAVE WACHSMAN: 2NT.  This is the most descriptive rebid, and it allows opener to 
further describe the hand should partner trot out a New Minor Forcing bid. 

RICK ROWLAND: 2NT.  Shows the hand strength.  If my minor-suit spot cards were 
reversed, I'd try 3. 

RICHARD J. HARTZ: 2NT.  Most accurately expresses my values and shape.  2 is an 
underbid, and I would prefer to hold five diamonds for a 3 rebid. 

MICHAEL MAYER: 2NT.  This feels more descriptive and flexible than 3. 

JAY APFELBAUM: 2NT.  The value bid. 

IMPS, NEITHER VULNERABLE 

-K  -AQ983  -AJ32  -A104 

 South West North East 
    Pass 

 1 Pass 1 Pass 
 ? 

 



Yeah, I suppose it is.  It's spot-on in terms of points, it makes the stronger hand de-
clarer, and I have approximately four suit holdings that I want led into, not through.  
2NT has only one flaw, in fact.  To modern, analytics-driven bridge players, it's a mere 
trifle; to old-fashioned ones like me, it's pretty close to a showstopper.  Not so to: 

CONNIE GOLDBERG: 2NT.  I have no qualms about rebidding 2NT.  If I want to give 
full value to the K, then I have to treat this as a balanced super-notrump.  Give 
me another jack and I'd upgrade to open 2NT.  Minus the Q, I'd open 1NT.  Make 
the K a spot card, and I'd rebid 2. 

PHILIP FREIDENREICH: 2NT.  In range for an 18-19 HCP 2NT now that I can count the 
K at full value. 

BOB GRINWIS: 2NT.  Not balanced, but I do have 18 HCP.  More descriptive than 2. 

STEPHEN COOPER: 2NT.  Seems right for the values.  I should have a second spade, 
but there are worse singletons to hold. 

BARRY COHEN: 2NT.  This is very near to an accurate description of my hand.  It's 
right on points, and at least the stiff spade is the king.  The 89 and the 10 are 
also good cards for notrump. 

STEVE GIBBON: 2NT.  Silent opponents, and with a hand that only got better with 
partner's response.  We'll soon see if partner has more than a dead minimum. 

Many 2NT bidders are trading on the belief that the K is now pulling its weight.  
Maybe, maybe not.  Modern bidding theory being what it is, partner is pretty much 
compelled to show a four-card spade suit if he's too weak for a 2/1 response.  That 

suit could be5432 or worse.  (Trust me, my partners have figured out novel ways to 
hold worse.)  A 1 response isn't the same thing as his opening or overcalling 1, 
where you can promote spade honors in your hand with confidence.  To me, a better 
reason to choose a notrump rebid is that I might keep my dirty little secret hidden if 
we play 3NT, possibly until it's too late for the opponents to do anything about it. 

JIM EAGLETON: 2NT.  To think about game, I need more strength and entries than 
partner has promised thus far.  I don't see the problem until North rebids 3. 

Honestly, I feel the opposite.  I'm more concerned that CHO will raise 2NT to three, 
and dummy will come down with a spade holding that screams "Switch to me!" at 

the defense.  If partner rebids 3, I'd breathe a sigh of relief so loud that people would 
think that the air conditioning just switched on.  I can bid 3NT happily, knowing that 
(a) the contract won't get beaten off the top in spades at least, and (b) if partner 
insisted on his suit, my stray king will have found a good home.  Agreeing: 

MARK BOLOTIN: 2NT.  With only one spade, I don't want to force to game with 3.  
If partner retreats to spades with the expectation that I have two, the K should 
be adequate. 

DON DALPE: 2NT.  A stiff king is as good as two low.  If we play notrump, it probably 
does as well or better from the South hand.  If we have a diamond slam, partner 
could rebid 3 with a decent suit. 

RUI MARQUES: 2NT.  On balance, this is the bid that better positions us to reach the 
right level and strain.  The shape, and the values in all four suits, scream for a 



notrump bid.  A bit short in strength for 3.  We might finish in spades on a six-one 
fit, but with partner's good spades it won't be the end of the world. 

Goldilocks didn't send in a vote this month, but her partners are on the job: 

BRUCE SCHWAIDELSON: 2NT.  I see three possible calls:  2, 3, and 2NT.  The dia-
mond calls are either too hot or too cold, whereas 2NT seems about right as it's the 
"value bid": 18-19 HCP and somewhat balanced.  We could miss a slam if partner 
has length in a minor and a fairly good-looking hand, but I'm going to do my best 
to get us to 3NT from my side. 

JOHN HEMMER: 2NT.  Too strong for 2, too weak for 3.  2NT is just about right 
with these 18 HCP.  Partner can pass, raise to 3NT, or show another suit. 

If the auction doesn't die at 2NT, the follow-up auction isn't entirely cut and dried.   

BILL SCHMIDT: 2NT.  Intending to pass partner's 3 rebid.  2 would be my second 
choice, but could I really pass a 2 rebid?  Better to express my full values now. 

BARRY PASSER: 2NT.  Close between 2NT and 3.  2NT seems more descriptive and 
can be passed below game if partner has an ill-fitting, six-point dog.  Also, 2NT 
leaves room for Checkback, so I can confidently pass 3.  Finally, I get to play it, not 
that robot I'm paired with! 

I'm so with Barry on the subject of robots.  Not so about stopping in 3, however.  At 

one time, 3 by North would have been non-forcing, but today, almost every expert 
treats it as forcing to game.  (One can use Wolff Signoffs, a variation of New Minor 
Forcing, to stop in three of responder's major, but that's a subject for another month.) 

Making the closing argument for the majority is: 

ANDY MUENZ: 2NT.  I don't think the hand is strong enough for 3, so the choice is 
between 2 and 2NT.  At matchpoints, I'd be more likely to rebid 2, which can be 
passed or corrected to two of a major if partner is weak.  At IMPs, 2NT better gets 
the strength across.  Partner might go to game with a marginal hand where he 
wouldn't have moved over 2.  The major disadvantage is that we won't get to 6 
when it's right, unless partner bids 3 over 2NT. 

The alternative to 2NT is to bid some number of diamonds.  Two or three?  Taking the 
sky-high road are: 

CHRIS KAUFMAN: 3.  2NT is fine if you and your partner agree that it doesn't guar-
antee at least two spades.  I don't think that's standard, so 3 seems clearly best.  
Technically, I should have another point or two, but I'll make up for that in the play. 

CHRIS MARLOW: 3.  With partner's spade bid, I am going to give my singleton K 
full value and force to game.  They still give game bonuses, right? 

RICHARD HARTZ, JR.: 3.  On the fence with 2NT, but I'd rather land in 3 or 3 if 
partner is rock-bottom.  [I checked with Richard, and he plays 3 as very strong but 
non-forcing here. - NS] 

BILL KILMER: 3.  We'll be fine. 

I love Bill's response.  3 is a gamble; namely, you're betting that partner will have 
enough points to make a game contract worthwhile.  Given that both opponents are 
passing monotonously at the most docile of vulnerabilities, I'd say your gamble will 



pay off more often than not.  The jackpot outcome is when our side has a diamond 
slam; aggressively rebidding 3 might be our only way to reach it. 

With that said, I'm with the 2 bidders this month.  Thesaurus.com describes us as 
cowardly, craven, fainthearted, gutless, lily-livered, pusillanimous, spineless, timor-
ous, wimpy, and yellow-bellied.  Sheesh, who knew the folks at Roget's played bridge?  
Joining me in my apparent cowheartedness -- evidently that's a real word -- are: 

PETE FILANDRO: 2.  Not enough for a jump-shift, so 2 and 2NT are the choices.  
2 has one flaw: a (small) risk of missing game.  2NT is triply flawed:  it misrepre-
sents my spade length, may bury a diamond contract, and lacks a source of tricks.  
An example of a hand with two prime cards that reaches 3NT after we rebid 2NT, 
but probably passes 2, is: 

-Axxxx  -x  -Kxx  -xxxx 
What contract would you prefer to declare? 

RICH ROTHWARF: 2.  If partner bids 2, I'll follow up with 2NT.  If he passes 2, 
we probably don't have game.  Most 5-to-8 HCP North hands provide not much 
play for game. 

MICHAEL SHUSTER: 2.  I've waffled back and forth between this and 2NT.  I'm not 
avoiding 2NT because of the spade holding, but because the hand is quite positive 
for slam in either minor.  The form of scoring rewards putting extra effort into ex-
ploring for alternative contracts.  If partner passes 2, that doesn't have to be 
wrong, and if he bids over it, 3 will go a long way towards depicting an accurate 
picture of what I hold.  At matchpoints, I'd bid a direct 2NT. 

Woo-hoo!  Cowhearted people, represent!  Ahem.  I agree with pretty much every-
thing this trio wrote, except that I'd lean towards 2NT for my third bid if possible, 
rather than 3.  I'd want a fourth club or a much lower spade singleton for that.  A 
delayed 2NT would show almost exactly what I have: a likely 1=5=4=3 shape, game 
invitational values, clubs stopped, and an implication that my spade is an honor.  If 

partner passes 2, we won't miss game often, and it's a nonvulnerable one anyway.  
I'll concede seven IMPs now and then, because I expect that the frequency of useful 
four or five IMP gains (for +90/+110 at our table and +50/+100 at the other) is going 
to swamp the losses. 

Agreeing on the path to take, if not the difficulty of the problem: 

ED SHAPIRO: 2.  A decent question for early intermediate players, as they have an 
urge to get "all these points" into the auction with 3, or maybe 2NT.  That crowds 
the auction and likely forces guesses on the third round.  Unless partner passes 2, 
and it doesn't work out, what trouble will I have over partner's next bid? 

TOM WEIK: 2.  Good problem.  I considered 2NT, 3NT, and 3.  I may have been 
influenced by just playing a hand with Meyer and seeing the dummy.  Note that if 
partner can scrape up a 2 or 2 rebid, we can still get to notrump.  If partner has 
a good hand, we may find our way to the best game or slam.  Maybe it's diamonds. 

BILL BAUER: 2.  There goes Nick again, making me think!  Since the hand is a po-
tential misfit in either major, I will proceed with caution.  I don't have an answer to 
either bidding question -- "how high?" and "what strain?" -- so I need to preserve 
bidding room.  This is IMPs; partner is not going to drop us unless truly minimum. 



WALTER BELL: 2.  Seems pretty straightforward. 

The ancient rule of thumb for deciding whether to risk a nonforcing bid with a strong 
hand is:  Can you construct a dead minimum hand for partner with which he will pass, 
but which makes game virtually laydown?  Here, I can't.  I can dredge up quite a few 
in which 3NT requires a 3-3 heart break or a diamond finesse or (very often) both.  
But, like Pete, I found it much easier to construct minimums in which 2 is plenty high 
enough, thank you very much. 

STEVE WHITE: 2.  I fear that the panel may go with 2NT, as it's about right on val-
ues, focuses on the most likely denomination, and (thanks to the 10) doesn't 
wrong-side the contract.  For me, 2NT creates too much risk of partner choosing 
spades when notrump is better.  We can still get to notrump over 2.  3 is a 
definite overbid. 

JOHN JONES: 2.  Let's hope that partner can act once more.  If not, we might be 
high enough.  This is a good hand with flaws: a stiff king and not-great spots.  Most 
of my partners respond aggressively enough that there is no guarantee of game if 
partner passes.  If he/she preferences to 2, I'll try 2NT; over 2, then 3 looks 
about right. 

ANDY PURBRICK: 2.  This is a style issue.  I gave thought to 2NT, but neither that 
nor 3 are to my liking, especially not vulnerable.  If the bidding dies in 2 and we 
suffer a game swing, I'll apologize to the team, but 2 might just as well gain IMPs 
-- yea me!  If the bidding continues over 2, I will be well placed to pattern out or 
bid notrump. 

KARL BARTH: 2.  Glad you didn't ask about follow-up calls. 

MANOJ DEB-ROY: 2.  Bid a new suit, albeit a four-carder. 

LYNN HARRIS: 2.  This can be up to 18 HCP.  Prefer to low-ball at IMPs. 

At the table, it was difficult to avoid a minus on this deal.  North had six spades to the 
queen-ten-nine and the king of clubs, and spades were five-one.  On the bright side, 

we 2 bidders picked up a couple of IMPs for stopping in 3 (-100) rather than the 
4 reached after South chose 2NT or 3 (-150).  Last Word this month goes to: 

CONNIE GOLDBERG (cont.): 2NT.  ...In the future, I expect Gazzilli to become ubiqui-
tous in natural systems.  It sorts out hands like this very nicely. 

Indeed it would.  I've never played Gazzilli with a live partner, but unlike a lot of new-
fangled conventions, it seems really promising.  After an uncontested auction that 

begins 1-1NT, 1-1NT, or (by agreement) 1-1, a 2 rebid by opener is a one-
round force; either natural and minimum, or artificial and strong.  There are countless 
variations in the wild, but within a few years, the expert community will likely rally 
around some follow-up structure.  Maybe then we'll have a problem or two in the 
D4MSC to introduce it to everyone.  Or maybe I'm just being cowhearted again.  Moo.  
Take care everyone, see you in December when we wrap up this nutty year. 

             



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/

 


