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Five man team fi fth seeds win NOT

Monday, January 23 saw 162 teams line up at 
Rydges Lakeside Hotel, Canberra for the South 

West Pacifi c Teams, a four day, 12-round Swiss Teams 
event, from which eight teams would qualify for 
knockout play for the NOT title.
This was a departure from previous years, when 20 
teams fronted up for the fi rst knockout round. It was 
changed so the fi nal could be completed by Sunday 
night, instead of the traditional Monday.
No. 1 seeds were NOBLE, Barry Noble - George Bilski, 
Ishmael Del’Monte - Ashley Bach and American 
professionals Joe Grue - Justin Lall. Our team, 
NEWMAN was seeded fi fth, but got away to a good 
start, leading the fi eld for the fi rst three days.
However, three narrow losses on the last day relegated 
us to third place, and we were passed by NOBLE 
and KLINGER, Ron Klinger - Matthew Mullamphy, 
Ian Robinson - Arjuna de Livera, Bill Jacobs - Ben 
Thompson. NOBLE won the SWPT trophy for the top 
team in the qualifying, and with it, the right to choose 
fi rst from the eight qualifying teams.
Round 5, Board 10, East deals, all vulnerable

 « 5 4
 ª Q J 8 7
 © 9 7 5

¨ K J 9 4

 « A Q 3 « 7 6 2
 ª A 6 2 ª K 10 4 3
 © A K Q J 3 2 © 8 4
 ¨ A  ¨ 8 6 3 2
 « K J 10 9 8
 ª 9 5
 © 10 6

¨ Q 10 7 5
 West North East South
 van Jole Grue Braithwaite  Lall
     Pass Pass
 2¨1 Pass 2©2 2«
 3© Pass 3ª Pass
 4© Pass 5© Pass
 6© All Pass
1. Game force
2. Negative or waiting

We had a good win against NOBLE in Round 5 of the 
qualifying, with the two hands shown being of major 
signifi cance in the victory.

Braithwaite’s 3ª bid on the East hand in the previous 
column showed a card in hearts, probing for a possible 
no trump game. van Jole took a shot at 6©, with 
his spade honours seemingly well-placed, after the 
revealing 2« interpose, and his working ªA.

On «5 lead, Braithwaite, playing from the weak East 
hand, inserted «Q, which held. He drew trumps and 
played ªA, followed by a low heart to ª10. When this 
held, the slightly lucky slam was assured.

Had Joe Grue inserted a heart honour, Braithwaite 
would have ducked, and played a third heart from 
dummy to ª10.

Without ª9, this slam is in theory only a one in three 
chance to make, but a favourable heart position is 
actually more likely, once North has three diamonds 
and a probable doubleton spade. This leaves eight 
idle cards in the North hand, as opposed to the South 
hand, which is known to have fi ve spades and two 
diamonds, leaving only six idle cards (so less room 
for heart length).

In addition, it would have been necessary for Joe Grue 
to play a heart honour in second position had hearts 
been 3-3.

I am sure he would have done so in that case, but a 
misdefence is still a possibility, and almost justifi es 
Nathan’s rather optimistic decision to bid slam. 

David Beauchamp, Peter Newman, Matthew Thomson,
Nathan van Jole and Andy Braithwaite
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Board 19, South deals, EW vulnerable

 « 5
 ª Q J 8 2
 © K 9 8 6 4

¨ 7 4 2

 « K J 9 8 2 « Q 7 3
 ª A 9 7 5 ª K 10 6 3
 © 3 © J
 ¨ 10 5 3  ¨ A K Q J 9
 « A 10 6 4
 ª 4
 © A Q 10 7 5 2

¨ 8 6

In 5« doubled from the West seat, van Jole showed 
his appreciation of the trap set by South, Justin Lall, 
on this deal. Lill overtook Grue’s ©K lead with the 
ace at trick one, and played a second diamond at trick 
two, giving van Jole a Greek gift, a ruff-and-discard. 
But van Jole knew what this was all about, fi guring 
Lall had four trumps, and wanted to shorten dummy’s 
trumps by allowing the ruff-sluff, thus protecting his 
spade holding. van Jole ruffed in dummy and played 
«Q, ducked by Lall, and a second spade, ducked 
again, on which van Jole inserted «8. van Jole could 
now force out «A in comfort, and discard his heart 
losers on dummy’s clubs. Making 5« doubled, and the 
previous slam, was worth 25 IMPs, and provided the 
main impetus for a 23 IMP win and a 20-10 VP result 
to NEWMAN.

The quarter fi nals pitted our team against NIXON, Roy 
Nixon - Bernie Waters, Neil Ewart - Blaine Howe. 
This team had beaten us 17-13 in the round robin, 
and grabbed the initiative in the third stanza to hold a 
22 IMP lead going into the last 16 boards. This soon 
became over 40 IMPs, when Braithwaite and van Jole 
had a major blunder to bid a hopeless grand slam in 
hearts with 6« making all 13 tricks in the other room 
for a 19 IMP loss.
Board 23, South deals, all vulnerable

 « ---
 ª Q 9
 © K Q J 10 9 4

¨ 10 8 6 3 2

 « Q J 10 7 5 4 2 « 8 3
 ª A J 2 ª 8 7 6 5 43
 © 7 © 5
 ¨ A 4  ¨ J 9 7 5
 « A K 9 6
 ª K 10
 © A 8 6 3 2

¨ K Q

We knew we were losing by over 40 IMPs with just 14 
boards left to play, but with the West hand on Board 
23, van Jole jockeyed the opposition into a slam after 
a fairly aggressive 4« overcall of South’s opening 1© 
bid. Nixon bid 5©, and Waters bid one for the road. 
With two outside aces, and on lead, van Jole doubled, 
and part of the 19 IMPs lost had come back.

Two boards later, Nixon, North, took the wrong line 
in a very delicate club slam, but his line did look fair.
Board 25, North deals, EW vulnerable

 « J 10 6 5
 ª K J 10 8
 © K 5

¨ A 8 2

 « K 9 8 4 « A Q 7 3 2
 ª 4 3 2 ª Q 7 5
 © A J 10 9 6 2 © Q 4
 ¨ ---  ¨ J 10 7
 « ---
 ª A 9 6
 © 8 7 3

¨ K Q 9 6 5 4 3

After drawing trumps, Nixon had to play a heart to 
the king, ªJ, fi nessing, and a heart to the ace before 
playing a diamond to the king, then taking a diamond 
discard in dummy on the last heart.

This looks, on paper, inferior to trying to ruff a diamond 
in hand for the 12th trick - which means you have to 
play a diamond to the king early, prior to drawing all the 
trumps. When the contract drifted one down, another 
13 IMPs had appeared from the clouds, and the match 
was close to level pegging. When Nixon - Waters bid 
to a hopeless 3NT, with 24 combined points, down 
three, on the second last board, we felt we were fi nally 
ahead. After scoreup, we had won the set 68-24 IMPs 
to record a very fortunate 22 IMP victory.

In the other quarter fi nals, BLOOM, Martin Bloom, 
Sartaj Hans, Tony Nunn, Peter Gill and Andrew Peake 
had made a fantastic recovery after a 70-1 loss in the 
fi rst stanza, to record a 2 IMP win against TRAVIS. 
KLINGER had staved off BROWN. The favourites 
NOBLE, defeated DYKE comfortably, and picked 
NEWMAN in the semi fi nals, while KLINGER was left 
to play BLOOM.

For the second time, BLOOM gave away a big start, 
and came back with a huge fi nal set, but just failed to 
overtake KLINGER.

In the NOBLE – NEWMAN match, the fi rst stanza was 
won 36-21 IMPs by NEWMAN, as a result of three 
boards - two when Noble - Bilski went for -1100 on 
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consecutive boards. Whereas Newman passed, Noble 
decided to open the West hand 1« with his 11-count, 
and after a 2ª overcall from Nathan, George Bilski, 
East bid 2«. After two passes, van Jole made a takeout 
double, and Braithwaite, with «AQ98x, elected to 
defend. When this went for -1100, NEWMAN had hit 
the lead.

This was extended when van Jole and Braithwaite bid 
a fi ne slam:
Board 16, West deals, EW vulnerable

 « 6 5 4
 ª K 9 3
 © 9 8 3 2

¨ 6 5 3

 « A Q 3 « K J 10 7
 ª 8 4 ª A Q 5
 © K J 10 6 © 7
 ¨ Q 10 9 2  ¨ A K J 7 4
 « 9 8 2
 ª J 10 7 6 2
 © A Q 5 4

¨ 8
 West North East South
 Braithwaite Noble van Jole  Bilski
 1© Pass 2¨ Pass
 3¨ Pass 4¨ Pass
 4© Pass 4NT Pass
 5¨ Pass  6¨ All Pass

Playing Two Over One, 3¨ was natural and forcing, 
4¨ asked for cuebids. 4NT asked for Key Cards, with 
5¨ showing one. By rightsiding the contract, van 
Jole knew the slam, opposite a 3-2-4-4 or 2-3-4-4, 
with a diamond control in dummy, was an excellent 
proposition.

After ©A lead it was cold, with six club tricks (two 
from diamond ruffs), four spades and one of each of the 
red suit winners to cash. In the other room, Del’Monte 
opened 1¨, and now Bach could not ascertain the 
diamond discard and spade position to bid the slam. 
The bidding subsided in 5¨. This 11 IMP swing 
provided most of the 15 IMP lead after the fi rst stanza.

This lead was extended to 37 IMPs after the second 
stanza, when a number of small partscore swings, or 
game tries down one, provided NEWMAN with nine 
positive swings to four. It appeared that NEWMAN was 
in good form to progress to the fi nal, but a disastrous 
58 IMP defi cit in the third stanza had NOBLE hot 
favourites to win, with a 22 IMP lead going into the 
fi nal 16 boards. Once again, this did not prove enough, 
as NEWMAN went onto the offensive and reaped 
immediate rewards.

Board 20, West deals, all vulnerable
 « 6 4
 ª A K Q J 8 3
 © 8 7 6

¨ K 3
 « 10 « A K 9 8 5
 ª 10 4 ª 9 6 5 2
 © Q 10 9 4 3 2 © A J
 ¨ J 9 5 4  ¨ Q 2
 « Q J 7 3 2
 ª 7
 © K 5

¨ A 10 8 7 6
 West North East South
 Braithwaite Grue Beauchamp  Lall
 Pass 1ª  1« Pass
 Pass Dbl Pass Pass
 2© 2ª  All Pass
 West North East South
 Del’Monte Newman Bach  Thomson
 Pass 1NT 2¨1 Pass
 2ª Pass Pass Dbl
 All Pass

1. Majors

With Grue declarer in 2ª at the fi rst table, 10 tricks 
were made easily for +170.
In the replay, when Matthew Thomson reopened with 
a takeout double, Peter Newman had a dream pass and 
collected +1400. 2ª was thus played at both tables, but 
in opposite directions, with 10 tricks made. The result 
was a 15 IMP swing to NEWMAN, almost wiping the 
defi cit in one board.
Grue and Lall had a complicated auction to 6¨ on the 
next deal, after a 3© opening by Braithwaite. It is still 
not completely clear whether they had a Key Card 
accident or just pushed slightly too hard.
Board 31, South deals, NS vulnerable
 « A
 ª A Q 9 4
 © A 8 3

¨ K Q J 5 3

 « K 8 5 « Q J 10 7 4 3 2
 ª J 8 ª K 10 7 2
 © Q 10 9 7 6 4 2 © K
 ¨ 10  ¨ 4
 « 9 6
 ª 6 5 3
 © J 5
 ¨ A 9 8 7 6 2

6¨ was down one, despite being able to endplay East. 
A further 12 IMPs here meant that NEWMAN had won 
the last stanza 60-24 IMPs, almost the same as the 
comeback against NIXON – to win the semi fi nal by 
16 IMPs and the right to play KLINGER in the fi nal.
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The fi nal started with Ron Klinger and Matt Mullamphy 
taking on Braithwaite and van Jole in the Closed Room, 
with Thomson and Newman playing Bill Jacobs and 
Ben Thompson in the Open Room. A fairly fl at set of 
boards ended with KLINGER leading 35-24 IMPs.
The second set started with one way traffic to 
KLINGER, who got out to lead by 39 IMPs, halfway 
through the second stanza, before being reined in to 
lead by 23 IMPs at the halfway point. NEWMAN fought 
back, and the third stanza produced more tight bridge, 
and at the three quarter mark the difference was reduced 
to 9 IMPs for KLINGER.
Newman and Thomson had their doubling boots on 
against Ian Robinson and Arjuna de Livera in this 
penultimate set: 
Board 7, South deals, all vulnerable
 « J 10 4 2
 ª K J 3
 © 7 6

¨ Q 6 5 2

 « A 9 8 6 5 « K 3
 ª 10 9 6 4 2 ª A Q 7 5
 © K J 8 © 9
 ¨ ---  ¨ J 10 9 8 4 3
 « Q 7
 ª 8
 © A Q 10 5 4 3 2

¨ A K 7

After freely bidding to 3NT by South, Newman 
doubled in the passout seat with the East cards. de 
Livera ran to 4©. Robinson, with an extra diamond, 
unwisely decided to try 5©, doubled by Thomson, West.
This went for -800, and 12 IMPs to NEWMAN, while 
van Jole and Beauchamp at the other table were less 
ambitious, staying in 3©. 

A large BBO audience watched the lead reduce to 3 
IMPs after the fi rst board, as a result of Mullamphy 
and Klinger missing a game:
Board 17, North deals, nil vulnerable

 « 10 8 5 4
 ª Q 7 5
 © J 7

¨ A J 10 6

 « K 6 « J 7 2
 ª 9 6 4 3 ª A K 10 2
 © A Q 5 3 2 © K 9 8
 ¨ K Q  ¨ 9 8 2
 « A Q 9 3
 ª J 8
 © 10 6 4
 ¨ 7 5 4 3

Bidding 1© - 1ª; 2ª on the EW cards hardly seemed 
to do justice to the combined 25-count with a good 
diamond fi t, and Klinger quickly claimed 10 tricks. The 
match was now clearly in the balance, but NEWMAN 
had the momentum.
Board 20, West deals, all vulnerable
 « Q J 7 6 5 4
 ª 10 4
 © Q 9

¨ 10 5 3

 « A K 8 « 9 3
 ª K J 6 ª Q 9 7 3 2
 © A J 10 6 5 2 © 4
 ¨ 8  ¨ A Q 9 6 4
 « 10 2
 ª A 8 5
 © K 8 7 3
 ¨ K J 7 2
The board above proved to be the crunch hand of the 
fi nal stanza. Whereas Thomson - Newman had played 
safely in 4ª, Mullamphy pushed for a potential slam 
by Key Carding, giving up when Klinger showed only 
one Key Card. Although Klinger could make 11 tricks 
on either a crossruff line, or by setting up dummy’s six-
card diamond suit, he got mixed up with entries.The 
contract was one down when Beauchamp provided him 
with a losing option by ruffi ng a diamond with ª10. 
This 13 IMP swing was the largest of the fi nal stanza, 
as the next 12 boards provided a mere 22 IMPs, 12-10 
to NEWMAN. 
So NEWMAN had won the fi nal by 15 IMPs. It is 
worth noting that, had the previous year’s format been 
used, NEWMAN would have been eliminated early, as 
the knockout rounds then had been 48-board affairs, 
and the team had been behind in all three knockout 
matches. The comeback in the fi nal session provided 
a net 162-59 IMP turnover for the three knockout 
matches. 
Perhaps this was just luck, but the team had three 
great advantages - great captaincy by Beauchamp, in 
selecting the correct combinations to play at different 
times, fantastic input from “iron man” Newman who 
ended up playing all 24 sets (his partner Thomson was 
only one set behind!) and a great team spirit - nobody 
criticised anybody, despite a three-match losing record 
on the last day of qualifying and a very poor 7-23 loss 
to TRAVIS in the qualifying. van Jole did a great job 
as the young buck of the team, and played some great 
bridge, capped off with gritty determination when 
things seemed to be going against us. For David, 
Peter and Nathan it was their fi rst NOT victory, so we 
accepted the winning trophy with enthusiasm.  

Andy Braithwaite
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Letters to the Editor

 Night play – the other perspective

There seems little doubt the majority of tournament 
players support the idea of no night play, and many 

tournaments have already changed, or are changing 
their schedules, to accommodate this. However, there is 
a “minority” view I’d like to put across, before the idea 
of no night play becomes assumed for all tournaments.
When we have no night play in a tournament, we 
generally still have two sessions a day, but they are 
now morning/afternoon, instead of afternoon/evening 
sessions. Consequently, the primary effect of no night 
play means having sessions that begin earlier in the 
morning. This I have also considered below.
We’ve all heard the arguments in favour of no night 
play, which can be summarised quite simply:
For players: 
o enjoy a nice leisurely dinner without having to 

return afterwards to play;
o no need to travel home late at night.
For administrators:
o No need to organise clearing up, running an 

appeal, or reconfi guring a room very late at night.
But we seldom ever hear the counter views – so let’s 
consider them. Some of these are arguments against 
night play itself; others are arguments against its 
knock-on effect – i.e., morning play.
Need to get up much earlier: Bridge is a game which 
we all (supposedly!) play for enjoyment. For many 
players, a tournament is therefore a mix of holiday 
time, as well as bridge. Do we all want to get up early 
on our holidays to play in the morning?  No, we don’t! 
For players who work, a good lie in is often a welcome 
relief from the daily grind. Ditto for those who like 
to socialise late at night (e.g., most younger players!)
Can’t fl y in the same morning: Consider interstate 
players fl ying in. If the event starts at, say, 1.30pm, you 
can usually get a fl ight that morning (except perhaps 
between WA and the East Coast). If the event starts 
at, say, 10am, you usually can’t. That means an extra 
night’s accommodation at the start. Probably not a 
signifi cant cost to the majority of players (given that the 
“average” demographic for a tournament bridge player 
has to be aged at least upper 50s, and reasonably well 
off), but that can be signifi cant to youth players. Which 
category of player represents the future of the game?
Bias against some players: We are all different. 
Some of us perform best in the morning, some in the 
afternoon, and others in the evenings. Ideally therefore. 
to be fair to everyone. a tournament should be holding 
sessions at all these times. Then, all players get a 

chance to play at a time they perform best. By removing 
all night sessions, we are biasing tournaments against 
players who tend to operate best in the evenings.
Loss of mornings for other activities: What if you 
want to do something other than play bridge during 
your holiday, and it’s something you normally can’t 
do at night? (Go to the beach, visit a museum, etc.?) 
Players coming from interstate or overseas have often 
now lost their opportunity to do these activities, unless 
they get up at the crack of dawn, or are in a team of six 
(a rare occurrence). I know that some European tourna-
ments run only one session a day – in the afternoon! 
Is there a case for that here? Personally, I don’t think 
so – the main purpose of going to a tournament is to 
play bridge. Only one session a day seems insuffi cient, 
especially in this country, where we have often fl own 
a long distance to attend a tournament. So, if we run 
with the assumption of two sessions a day, then we 
basically need to choose between morning/afternoon 
or afternoon/evening.
My primary concern here is that there seems to be a 
presumption among organisers, that no night play is 
what all players want. Consequently, so many tourna-
ments are jumping on the “no night play” bandwagon 
that, before we know it, it will be universal.
Even the most successful tournament in the country 
(and, arguably, the world), the Gold Coast Congress, 
is changing in 2012. At least they have recognised 
that their tournament is also a summer holiday for 
many players, and the mornings are valued, so they 
have gone for an 11am start for the teams. Personally, 
I think it’s a mistake to meddle with such a successful 
tournament – an 11am start doesn’t really give you time 
to do anything signifi cant in the morning, so it only 
really caters for my “lie in” argument. It’s presumably 
also going to mean a very late “lunch” break, past 
2pm, which isn’t ideal. So to me, it just seems like an 
unsatisfactory attempt at a compromise.  By the time 
this article is published, the Gold Coast Congress will 
be over, so it will be interesting to see how the change 
is received by players.  
All I would conclude is this: for sure, surveys have 
shown the majority of players seem to favour no night 
play. But not all. Therefore, yes, it makes sense for 
the majority of tournaments to be structured to ac-
commodate that. But not all. We have a large number 
of tournaments at both state and national level. That 
should give us the opportunity to provide a good variety 
of tournament formats and schedules so that there’s 
something to suit the preferences of all players. Let’s 
hope tournament organisers realise this, too!

Julian Foster, Sydney
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HHoosstteedd  bbyy  TThhee  VViiccttoorriiaann  BBrriiddggee  AAssssoocciiaattiioonn  
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****Gold Points in all Events**** 
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VENUE: Bayview Eden 
6 Queens Road, South Melbourne Victoria 

  

 

Thursday 7th June  Friday 8th June 
Swiss Pairs Events 

Open, Women*, Senior* & Restricted+  
 

Saturday 9th June  Monday 11th June 
Open & Restricted Swiss Teams 

Visit the website at www.vba.asn.au/vcc 
 

Tournament Organiser:  Kim Frazer: E: vcc@abf.com.au; M: 0409 416128



18

Summer Festival of Bridge Competitor
Esther Saunders,
novice from WA.
Ho w d id  y ou 
learn bridge?
As a youth, I 
learnt auction 
bridge from 
my mum. Later 
in life, when I 
became housebound for a year, I learnt through a 
mentor program with OKBridge (online). I joined a 
club in 2003, as I wanted to learn by ‘playing’ and I 
have subsequently taught my husband how to play.
What attracted you to the Summer Festival of Bridge?
My husband and I came second in the Regional GNP, 
and saw it as an opportunity to play in a more challeng-
ing environment. We wanted to see how we would go 
against other players in the same category.
What have been the highlights?

 ● The amount of bridge we have played
 ● The event is very well organised
 ● People are extremely friendly – we found no 

unpleasantness at any table during the entire 
event. (This comment was also made by one of 
our teammates, and once we started discussing it, 
other people joined in and agreed with us.)

 ●  Reasonably priced food at the venue
 ●  Social aspects are great (new friends/chances for 

networking)
 ● We felt very comfortable, because we thought we 

were in the correct category for our ability level
 ●  The ‘welcome’ cocktail party for novices
 ●  The directors were charming – they are clearly 

there to help
Would you recommend the event to other novice 
players?
Yes, absolutely! I would say “Don’t be afraid to have 
a go”.
We were surprised as we thought better players might 
intimidate us. This did not happen!
If you could improve anything, what would it be?

 ● Provide a list of shops and restaurants in the lo-
cal area for attendees

 ● Provide a map of the area
 ●  Have short breaks after 10 boards are played
 ● Provide a list of food prices at the venue before 

people arrive
 ● Outline more accommodation options for 

people interested in attending (including in the 
Queanbeyan area, NSW).

ABF Member Profi le
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City of Melville Australia Day Awards

On Australia Day, it was with much 
pride that our club’s President, 

Danny Mistry, accepted on behalf of The 
City of Melville Bridge Club Inc., not 
one, but, two awards, at the City of Mel-
ville’s Australia Day Awards Ceremony. 
They were The City of Melville Australia Day Award 
Community Group of the Year, in recognition of our 

club’s “outstanding contribution 
to the City of Melville”; and The 
Premier’s Australia Day Award, in 
recognition of our club “fostering 
Australian pride and spirit through 
active citizenship and outstanding 
contribution to the community”.  

Our members are extremely grateful to Mayor Rus-
sell Aubrey, who nominated us for both awards, and 
continues to support the club.

Since the club’s inauguration, we have faced many 
challenges, and overcome a number of diffi culties, 
to grow into the hugely successful club we are today.  

Past and present members have worked tirelessly to 
develop and improve the club. These awards are a 
great thrill and honour for all concerned.  

As our President said, “Belonging to a bridge club, 
and particularly our club, is so much more than just 
playing cards. While bridge remains our main focus, 
companionship and a strong sense of community are 
also important aspects. We know we are a great club, 
however, it is most heartening to be recognised at 
such a high level.”

 Pictured here are Mayor Russell Aubrey shaking hands with 
Club President Danny Mistry, with (from left to right) Club 
Secretary Lyndie Trevean, Vice President Dorothy Stevenson 
and Gold Life Member Mary Firth.
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In the bidding of every bridge hand, one partner has 
the fi nal decision. The more that player knows about 

the hand opposite, the better the outcome. It follows 
that until one partner “takes over”, both partners should 
provide the most accurate description they possibly can 
of the hand they hold. For this article, fi ve-card majors, 
15-17 HCP notrump is assumed, but the principles are 
universal.
The modern trend is to locate that eight-card major fi t 
ahead of everything else, the rest of the hand is left to 
look after itself. This style could be called “simplifi ed 
bidding.” It may be good enough for club nights, but 
serious bidders must do much more. The simplest 
bidding methods of all, Back Room, for example, 
can bid major games and brute strength major slams 
effectively. To bid the slams based upon a good fi t, 
needs a shift of focus on to the hand as a whole. 
Accurate slam bidding in all the suits will follow 
automatically. It is usually slam bidding which decides 
the fate of world championships.
Good bidding methods must allow both partners to 
contribute with their skill and judgment, especially at 
the lowest levels. Low-level bids must be natural and 
descriptive. The fi rst big decision, to move beyond the 
safety level of two of a major, must involve an input 
from both players. These are the objectives, ideally.

 ● Make your game tries below 2NT and your slam 
tries below game.

 ● Don’t venture into the three-level without an 
intention to bid game or higher, lacking a big fit.

 ● Don’t waste valuable bids investigating close 
games; play marginal game deals in safe 
partscores. Adopt the philosophy you don’t invite 
a limited hand to bid game. There are multiple 
compensations for the occasional missed game.

 ● Use science where it is genuinely rewarding, 
slam bidding. A scientific auction to a marginal 
but “nice” game will not change the lie of the 
outstanding cards. Nor will it stop opponents 
from doubling you when they know you are 
stretching, and the cards lie badly.

 ● Use the bids that for many are game tries, to 
make below-game slam investigations. Establish 
that slam looks a good proposition before game 
is left behind. Blackwood is not a slam try.

 ● Put yourself in a position, below game, where 
one partner knows enough to establish residual 
shape, and more, if he decides to probe for the 
perfect slam.

The system prescribes the point range for various 
actions. Use the space as efficiently as possible, 

consistent with that point range, to show shape. 
Residual shape, the length of the shortest suit, can 
make the difference between game, small slam or 
grand slam. Standard methods, in general, ignore this 
vital aspect of bidding. Direct your efforts to painting 
a picture of your hand. 
The treatments 1¨ - 1©/ª transfer to 1ª/«, new 
minor forcing, 2¨ Checkback and other non-natural 
use of low-level bids do their users a great disservice. 
They focus on the holding in just one suit, limiting 
describer’s ability to show, instead, the hand as a whole. 
Once an artifi cial treatment is invoked, the user’s 
partner can no longer make a considered contribution to 
proceedings. On most hands all will be well, but it is the 
out of the ordinary hands where this style falls down. 
It is gadgetry for its own sake, achieving very little, 
if anything. Good games are easy to bid; staying low 
when they are not there requires co-operation. Simple, 
natural bidding will always get to a reasonable part-
score contract and to the best game or slam, including 
those rewarding minor suit slams. 
Players of the treatment wherein the 1© and 1ª replies 
to 1¨ are transfers, are deprived of fundamental, useful 
and entirely descriptive low-level auctions. It is the 
low-level auctions which are the very foundation of 
good bidding, providing the means of staying low 
when the hands do not fi t well, and exploring with 
confi dence the well-fi tting ones, whether it be to game 
or to grand slam. Playing this gadget, opener must show 
three-card support for responder’s suit. Natural bidders 
show it, but only with a suitable hand, leading to some 
outstanding 4-3 major part-score contracts.
If you do not like what you hear from opener, after a 
low-level exchange of natural bids, you can settle for 
a partscore, with as much as a poor 12-point hand. No 
such luxury is available to non-natural bidders. Light 
opening bids are greatly facilitated by this style. Good 
partscore bidding, especially minor suit part-scores, 
is one huge advantage that standard bidders can have 
over strong club bidders, simply because 1¨ and 1© 
mean something, from both sides of the table. Don’t 
throw it away!
The exact shape of your hand is the most powerful 
information you can give partner, and showing it 
becomes impossible if low-level exchanges are 
distorted. Bidding a four-card major ahead of a four-
card or even a fi ve-card minor is an example. Players 
who open 1© and rebid 2¨ with 4-4, or even 4-5, shape, 
can give up, even at this level, any thoughts of good 
minor-suit slam bidding. To bid two suits must show 
5+,4+ in those suits to have value. Once nine or more 
cards have been placed, establishing residual shape is 
not diffi cult. 

In praise of natural bidding


