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This month's problem came from longtime bridge friend, occasional teammate, and 

frequent opponent Everett Young.  Most of the District can describe Everett in those 

terms.  Despite the overwhelming Panelist vote, I think it's one of the better problems 

posed to the Club because it combines both technical and tactical aspects beautifully.  

Let's see what our experts say. 

METHODS ARE 2/1 WITH "WALSH" 

A. What call do you make? 

 CALL PANEL SOLVERS AWARD 

 3♠ 8 13 100 

 Pass 1 6 70 

 4♠ 1 2 60 

 5♣ 1 2 60 

 3♥ 1 1 60 

 4♣ 0 1 50 

MICHAEL SHUSTER:  3♠.  ... P.S.: I'm afraid this problem will fall flat.  I can't imagine 

many panelists not taking this opportunity to get the spades in. 

Michael earns Soothsayer of the Month for that bold but spot-on prediction.  The 

Solvers gave a thin majority to 3♠; the Panelists, an overwhelming one.  This is a 

complicated problem with a lot of moving parts, plus some cloak-and-dagger ele-

ments to boot.  Let's bring Mr. S. back to explain a few of the complexities. 

MICHAEL SHUSTER (CONT.):  3♠.  Partner could just be bidding for the lead against 

4♥, even sometimes a strong four-card suit if he holds longer diamonds.  As a result, 

we should be quite hesitant to commit to clubs.  Fortunately, I don't have to sweat 

the details too much, as 3♠ is non-forcing, limited by my pass over 2♥.  And spades 

is the strain that out-ranks hearts... so if the deal is ours, our most likely game is 4♠.  

IMPS, BOTH VULNERABLE 

♠-KQ6432  ♥-3  ♦-74  ♣-10832 

 South West North East 

    2♥* 

 Pass 2NT** 3♣ Pass 

 ? 

* - WEAK TWO 

** - FORCING, ASKS FOR FEATURE 



If instead it is the opponents' deal, I'd rather we save at the four-level than at the 

five-level. 

Less experienced players are rubbing their eyes at this and thinking, "Overcalling on 

a four-card suit?  Vulnerable at the three level?  What is this sorcery?!" 

 In fact, among top-level players, Michael's concern is quite warranted.  Here's an 

example.  In his 1983 book Play Bridge with Mike Lawrence (an outstanding read, if 

you happen to find it), the former Aces star opens 3♣ in third seat, favorable at 

matchpoints, on: 

♠8542   ♥7   ♦5432   ♣KQJ10 

His reasoning is simple:  the opponents are favorites to have a game.  His LHO al-

most surely has the best hand at the table and is playing a strong-club system, making 

him very likely to become declarer.  Whatever contract the opponents reach, Law-

rence dearly wants a club lead.  Thus, three clubs.  Daring, but hardly irrational. 

This sort of gambit isn't reserved for zillion-time world champions, either.  About 

15 years ago in a pairs game at the Nationals, neither vulnerable, the opponents' 

auction began 1♠ on my right, pass by me, and a 2NT Jacoby raise on my left.  My 

partner Randy Okubo overcalled 3♣ in perfect tempo holding exactly the sort of hand 

that our own Michael fears: 

♠Axx   ♥x   ♦xxxxx   ♣KQJ9 

Randy's logic was almost identical to Mike Lawrence's.  It's the opponents deal.  His 

exceedingly dense partner appears destined to wind up on lead.  He badly wants that 

lead to be a club.  The opponents, both unlimited and with a known nine-card major 

fit, will rarely slam on the brakes and defend 3♣ doubled.  Furthermore, if he hap-

pened to hit his DHO (Dense Hand Opponent) with a big club fit and I raised, how bad 

could that possibly be?  That's exactly what transpired.  The bid was virtually Nick-

proof, and we indeed wound up with a fabulous matchpoint result. 

 So yes, partner's hand might not be what it seems.  Neither, incidentally, might 

West's.  He's likely to have a good hand with a heart fit, but who knows?  Maybe he's 

looking for a specific card for three notrump.  Maybe he has a weak hand with a 

bunch of hearts, and he's trying to muddy the waters.  Or, maybe we're just worrying 

too much.  It's perfectly plausible given our measly five-count that both West and 

North have their bids. 

One thing is certain though: no matter who has what, we have a very suitable hand 

for playing in a black suit.  How best to express that to partner?  I've rambled enough; 

let's turn the discussion over to our MSC experts.... 

PETE FILANDRO:  3♠.  I may have "only" five HCP, but the bidding has been revealing.  

Let's arbitrarily assign North ♣AKQxxx plus a side ace, say the ♦A.  Our defense 

against hearts is at most one club, one spade, and North's ace.  On offense, I lose 

one heart, one diamond, and one or two spades.  That's either a making game or an 

excellent save.  If I've miscalculated and go down two in 4♠ or 5♣, it's still a good 

sacrifice against a making 4♥. 

ED SHAPIRO:  3♠.  With a club fit, there's too much chance we can make a point-

deficient game.  I want to act right now.  Lack of earlier action implies a fit of sorts. 



DON DALPE:  3♠.  What am I missing?  I passed in direct seat, and now I am bidding 

my long spade suit.  This must imply a club fit at IMPs.  Things have worked out great 

unless partner plays me for another ace or king. 

MARK BOLOTIN (joined by CHRIS MARLOW, DAVE WACHSMAN, and LYNN HARRIS):  3♠.  

This is limited by my failure to bid 2♠ over 2♥.  Partner needs a lot for 5♣ to make, 

but as little as ♠Axx and ♣AKxxxx should be enough for 4♠.  He may not even need 

the third spade (which Marlow indeed omitted from his otherwise identical example 

hand - NS.)  If North has no spade support, we should still be relatively safe at 4♣. 

RAY RASKIN and STEVE WHITE (almost word for word):  3♠.  With a club fit, I might as 

well let partner know about my spades. 

BRUCE SCHWAIDELSON:  3♠.  I'm not sure where we or the opponents are headed yet, 

but I'd like to give partner some options when they compete to 4♥.  I don't really 

know if the 2NT bidder was bluffing, or if partner was merely competing with a great 

club suit and little else.  The next round could prove even more interesting. 

The takeaway here is the near-unanimous sentiment that spades imply clubs in this 

auction.  If we had a good hand with spades, we'd have already bid them.  If we had 

a weak hand with no worthwhile club support, we'd pass happily.  If we had some-

thing like 7=3=3=0 with the ♠Q and out, we'd pass unhappily, but we wouldn't try 

"rescuing" a partner who might not need saving.  That leaves a weakish hand with 

spades...and clubs. 

As Bruce notes, our decision-making might not be done next.  What happens if the 

opponents compete to 4♥? 

BOB & JOANN GLASSON (with BILL BURNETT):  3♠.  Over 4♥, if partner hasn't raised 

spades, we'll bid 5♣. 

CHRISTOPHER KAUFMAN:  3♠.  I suppose it’s a bit of an overbid, but having failed to 

overcall 2♠, my hand can't be all that good.  Hopefully partner will raise.  If he bids 

3NT, I'll bid 4♣.  If he bids 4♣, I'll probably overbid again to 5♣.  I hate to miss a 

vulnerable game.  I apparently don't mind going for -800 occasionally. 

AL SHRIVE:  3♠.  I hope to hear 4♠ by partner.  If instead he passes West's 4♥ bid, I 

might be tempted to bid 5♣.  Then again, I might also pass 4♥ and settle for the 

acceptable -620 or -650.  At $1.00 a point, a -800 or -1100 penalty would be far too 

expensive to pay my teammates for "Going for a Big Number at IMPs." 

A dollar a point?  Holy crap!  I thought it was a dollar a hundred!  I shudder at all the 

times I've played IMPs with Al without realizing my 401(k) was on the line.  Christo-

pher, if you ever team with him, bring your checkbook. 

Anyway, with respect to my many betters in the MSC, I'm not a fan of 3♠.  It's 

reasonable; I just think there is a much better bid available.  Before we get to that, 

however, let's hear from the second-largest contingent this month, who aren't bid-

ding anything at all. 

BOB GRINWIS (with HOWARD WACHTEL):  Pass.  No need to go higher yet, as we likely 

have fewer than half of the high-card points.  (Wachtel notes that passing might even 

pose a problem for West if he has no clear direction. - NS) 



BILL FOSTER:  Pass.  Despite quite reasonable support for partner, I will await further 

developments.  West is quite likely to bid again, most likely 3♥.  Partner may or may 

not push on to the four level, though probably not.  If the auction stops in 3♥, I will 

pass that out.  If the opponents go to 4♥, I will consider offering up a bid of 4♠ as 

an alternative to a 5♣ sacrifice. 

Passing in tempo with this hand would be a challenge for many, but it could work out 

well.  Bill is probably right too that, if bidding spades this round would imply clubs, it 

sure as heck would on the next round, too.  Our other four passers (panelist Rick Row-

land and solvers Diana Kramer, Christine Sgro, and Pat Andrews) were as silent with 

their comments as with their call. 

CRAIG ROBINSON:  3♥.  I'll take the view there is a black-suit game.  Three aces and 

a queen will quite possibly make either 4♠  or 5♣.  3♠ may be passed 

DAVE BORT:  3♥.  I'm figuring partner for a six-loser hand at worst, vulnerable at 

IMPs.  I think I have three cover cards for his losers, so I'll show that by forcing him 

to the four level.  If he has extras, he can choose to bid game. 

I'm all-in for the game aspirations, but 3♥ is a mighty big bid with such a little hand.  

That perhaps should be reserved for a weak-notrump opener, to tell partner "It wasn't 

that I didn't have the values to bid last round; I just didn't have a call." 

KARL BARTH:  4♣.  Whose deal is it?  I have no clue, so my first responsibility is to tell 

partner that we have a fit, and that I'm not completely broke. 

BARRY COHEN:  5♣.  Good description of my hand, I think.  I expect they'll make 4♥. 

PHILIP FREIDENREICH:  5♣.  Maybe competitive, maybe a sacrifice. 

DOUGLAS DYE:  5♣.  With this shape, I can hardly bid less than game.  At matchpoints, 

I would try to get to spades if right, but at IMPs I'll just bid what it looks like we can 

make.  If West has a semi-psych with long hearts, we may even have a club slam.  I 

do not believe that 3♠ is forcing.  3♥ is tempting, to set up a force, but seems a bit 

rich with an aceless five-count.  The perfect call of course would be a fit-showing 4♠; 

anybody play that? 

Well, now that you bring it up... 

RUI MARQUES:  4♠.  Partner will get the picture:  spades and a good club fit. Game 

is on with not that much from North, and I´m not afraid of the vulnerability (after all, 

partner was also vulnerable when he bid 3♣.) We might even have a slam opposite 

the right cards. 

ANDY MUENZ:  4♠.  We don't know whether West or North is strong (or both).  Given 

that we didn't come in over 2♥, hopefully partner will figure out that the jump is fit-

showing and will correct to 5♣ without spade support, even if we are not explicitly 

playing fit-showing jumps. 

This.  It's best to avoid throwing curveballs to partner, but sheesh -- this is a fat, hang-

ing slider right down the middle.  If partner can't figure this one out, even undiscussed, 

my troubles go way beyond this one deal.  I have spades.  I have more than a mere 

tolerance for clubs.  I don't have much in the way of points (no 3♥ cue-bid), but I do 

have plenty in the way of shape.  Bidding only 3♠ gives West the opportunity to clarify 



his holding to his partner.  When Everett originally posed the problem, I jokingly re-

plied, "I wonder if I can bid 4♠ and survive the post-mortem."  Well, yeah, I can and I 

will.  I think 4♠ is a standout call. 

Just one 3♠ bidder mentioned and rejected 4♠ as an alternative.  Her counterar-

gument is pretty good, so she gets the final word this month. 

CONNIE GOLDBERG:  3♠.  I would like to bid 4♠,but I don't think this is quite the right 

hand.  The problem is that we may not have a spade fit, and if he has a singleton, my 

hand will be a disappointment in 5♣.  If I had either the spade ace instead of the 

king-queen, or a chunkier suit (like king-queen-ten-nine-sixth), I'd go all in and bid 

4♠. 

Okay, I lied.  The final word goes to Everett.  He reports that, at the table, both 

West and North had their bids.  East was the dirty liar, having opened 2♥ on a truly 

wretched two-count.  Partner held: 

♠Ax   ♥xxx   ♦Ax   ♣AQJxxx 

♣    ♦    ♥    ♠ 

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/ 

 

 


