
World Bridge Championships SA perspecƟve BulleƟn number 4  

 

 

Our open team in Denmark – Robert Stephens, Noah Apteker, Craig 
Gower, Alon Apteker, Neville Eber, Hennie Fick 

 



 

The Mixed Team: ImƟaz Kaprey, Lorraine Weers, Greg Hingle, Di 
Rosslee, Anton der Kinderen, Chris Child, Duncan Keet (Captain) 

 



 

 

 

 

Rebidding NT with a singleton in your partner’s suit is really not a good idea. I 
think South’s 3NT bid was a liƩle aggressive but not ridiculous as her hand may 
bring in 7 tricks provided partner has 2 diamonds. 3NT went 4 down for -400 for 
a loss of 10 imps in the Women’s event.  

 



 

 

In the mixed, it seems that South miscounted her points when she opened 1NT 
with an 18 count. She might have recovered by cue bidding 4C on the way to 4S 
when partner offered her a choice of contracts. This type of cue bid is oŌen 
overlooked. Despite the sign-off in 3NT,  partner might sƟll be interested in slam 
if you have a maximum with sharp cards and support for our main suit.  

 



 

 

 

In the mixed teams, a strong Itallan pair had the disaster shown above. Obviously 
East meant 4S as either kickback or a cue bid but partner took it as natural. 
Would you have made the same mistake?  

This was the only bad board Italy had against our team and it occurred on the 
last board of the match. Italy outplayed our side on almost every other board 
and won the match 20-0.  

 



 

Carol Stanton, siƫng East, made a ‘snapdragon double’ of 1S which showed 
hearts and diamond tolerance. This got her side to a making 3H. In the other 
room E/W allowed N/S to play in 2S which also made. This meant 7 imps to SA 
Women’s team.  



 

 

 

6D by South is a fair contract requiring the heart finesse to be onside. What I find 
strange  about the aucƟon above that was perpetrated by our open team, is that 
when North bids 3D, South bid 3NT with no heart stopper, excellent diamonds 



and a maximum NT opening. Isn’t this a liƩle insulƟng to partner as you have to 
ask why he has bid 3D.  if the South hand is not willing to ever cooperate with a 
new suit bid, North might as well just bid 3NT every Ɵme and not give any 
informaƟon to opponents.   

 

 



Our Danish opponents in the Women’s event must have been surprised when 
they gained 11 imps for geƫng to a freely bid slam missing 2 aces and a potenƟal 
trump trick. How did this happen?  Look at the aucƟon in the other room 

 

 

In this aucƟon, North, counƟng points, thought her hand was a minimum once 
partner showed an invitaƟonal hand or beƩer with diamond support. A beƩer 
judgement would have been to think that I have 2 more diamonds than I 
promised and therefore my hand is far from minimum and I should therefore, 
compete to 5D. 4S was easily made for +620. I don’t know their methods but 
maybe I am being a liƩle unfair to North. Many play that the pass over 2NT shows 
conƟnued interest and the weakest bid is 3D. If that is the case, South is to blame 
for allowing opponents to play in 4S. I suspect that, again, lack of firm 
agreements caused N/S to have problems on this hand.  

 



 

 

Hennie and Neville, playing against China in the open, reached a marginal 6D 
contract on these cards. It does need a liƩle luck but I think it is odds on. The 
odds improved signficantly when West led the AC. With spades breaking 3-3, 



there were no problems in the play and 13 tricks rolled home when declarer, 
correctly eschewed the trump finesse and dropped the doubleton queen.  

 

 

 

A wild bid by West on this hand in the mixed, led to a big swing to our side when 
the club queen came down. South led a fatal AD. Even if he doesn’t lead a 
diamond he would be subjected to  the proverbial Morton’s Fork, when declarer 
plays a low diamond up the KQ. If he ducks, declarer can set up a 12 trick in 
spades. If he wins the diamond, declarer has 12 tricks. Obviously an iniƟal spade 
lead would always beat the contract. An advantage of making wild bids is that 
frequently defenders have no idea what to expect and as a result they 
misdefend.   



 

 

 

East’s 1H bid was a transfer to spades. Craig Gower siƫng North found an good 
decepƟve lead of the 2S against 4H which led to declarer going 1 down when he, 
not unreasonably, went up with the Ace of spades on the first trick thinking the 
lead was a singleton. When the trumps did not break, declarer found a way to 
go 1 down. What is also interesƟng is that South should have made the opening 
lead  on the aucƟon given but maybe nobody realised this. In the other room, 
on a standard lead, declarer made 12 tricks. 11 imps to the good guys! 

 



On this hand, your partner opens 1S. How do you evaluate your hand. Is it just 
worth an invitaƟonal bid in spades or should one force to game? 

 

 

Clearly a lot depends on what partner’s club holding is. If he has no values in 
clubs, it is likely that 4S will make but if not, 3S may be the limit. It was interesƟng 
to note that most of the players in the open treated this hand as a game force. 
Maybe there is something to be learnt from this. InvitaƟons should be avoided 
when the posiƟon of partner’s points is more important than the number of 
points he has.  

The full hand 

 

4S made when the trumps lay favourably.  



Standings aŌer round 18/23 

The Open 

 



 

Women’s

 

 

  



Mixed 

 


