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Alerting a 1NT response
Ulcase[12]

the curse of scotland tells the story [1 2]
Ethics
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Directors' refresher

Pair leave during the game
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George

Reply

Revoke - twice ( 11:42:48 TueMar 11 2003 ) Select Action

Hi there.

I was called to a table by declarer who was playing 4S, where a
defender has revoked twice.

First revoke: diamond led, defender ruffs in and wins trick.
Second revoke: heart led, defender ruffs in and wins trick.
Result: declarer goes two off.

NB. Defender DID win other tricks between the two revokes, but did
not win any tricks subsequent to the second revoke.

The first part of the ruling was simple: one trick transferred for
winning revoke trick, another for winning a subsequent trick. Then |
may have got it wrong.

My overall ruling was to transfer two tricks to declarer, but having
given it some more thought, | think I may have misunderstood law

64 B2. :dunno:

At the time, | assumed that since she had ruffed on both occasions
(ie. played the same suit on both revokes) then law 64 B2 meant
there was no penalty for the second revoke.

The wording of 64 B2 seems a bit ambiguous but the definition of a
revoke as "the play of a card of another suit..." makes me think
that it is referring to the suit led.

So in the above scenario, should | have transferred 3 tricks to the
non-offending side?

And had the offending side won a further trick, subsequent to her
second revoke, would this have merited transferring 4 tricks?

Many thanks
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

JimO

[ ]

175 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Re: Revoke - twice ( 13:20:24 TueMar 11 2003 ) Select Action

Yes, you have misunderstood Law 64B2, as you suspected. -sad:

When it refers to a revoke "'in'" a suit it means revoking "in" the
suit led.

So you should have given three tricks, or four tricks, dependent on
how many tricks were available.

In effect the Law says that if a player revokes on a heart lead, and
does so again [and perhaps again!] which does happen when a
player has a little heart stuck behind another card, then that is one
revoke.

But it is different when two different suits are led. After all, it is no
longer possible that the second revoke was because the same single

card was invisible. :Sheep:

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

Re: Revoke - twice ( 13:56:06 TueMar 11 2003 ) Select Action

Country: USA

I believe it should a three trick penalty - 2 tricks for the first revoke
(offender won the revoke trick; offending side won subsequent
tricks) and 1 trick for the second revoke (offender won revoke trick,
but offending side did not win any tricks subsequent to revoke
trick).

And, had the offending side won a trick subequent to the second
revoke, that would mea a 4-trick penalty.

Also, | am assuming the second revoke occured prior to trick 12.
Revokes on trick 12 are not subject to trick penalty, but are
corrected.

Of course, if 3 tricks does not restore equity to the non-offenders,
then the penaty could be more.
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carol a.
Heinrich

Reply

JimO

[ ]

175 posts
Forum Host

Reply

bridgeaddict

Unavailable
510 posts

iministrat:
J'l

Reply

Alerting a 1NT response ( 15:21:34 SatMar 8 2003 ) |Select Action

if my partner opens 1club and there is an interveni bid and |

Re: bridge ( 17:07:39 SatMar 8 2003 ) Select Action

Your question probably belongs in the "Ask an Expert” or "The
Bridge Table" forums.

This forum is intended to be a discussion of the Laws and rulings,
though other questions of a directoral nature, i.e., movements,
scoring, etc., are generally welcome as well.

Assuming there is a ruling-related reason for your question:

After 1C-1x, the 1NT bid should show about 7-10 points and a
stopper in the opponents suit. Some play it weaker (e.g. 6-9, some
a little stronger (e.g., 8-11).

If the bid is not in this range, and/or does not promise a stopper, it
should be alerted.

-Jim O'Neil
Oak Park, IL

Re: bridge ( 20:37:23 SatMar 8 2003 )

Select Action

A copy of this thread is now in the "Ask an Expert" forum. Please
post any future replies there.
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bluejak Re: bridge ( 23:37:27 SunMar 9 2003 ) Select Action
D Jim is usually very punctilious in his replies, but he has slipped

434 posts - i

Forum Host slightly here! [:S3:

Reply Whne he says that if the range is other than the standard it should

be alerted he should have added in the ACBL.

Alerting is different in different countries, which is one reason we
always ask people to quote their country with queries, and in many
countries 1INT would not be alertable just because the range is
unusual.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

JimO Re: bridge ( 23:59:41 SunMar 9 2003 ) Select Action
D Country: USA
175 posts

Forum Host Yes, of course.

Reply I apologize.

Different countries have not only different alert procedures, but also
different procedures regarding allowable conventions, skip bid
procedures, bid-box procedures, etc. Furthermore, the Laws
themsevles vary among sponsoring organizations

(Laws 12C3 and 61B, for example).

-Jim O'Neil
Oak Park, IL

View Thread Page(s): [ 1 ]

[ Get Email Advice of Replies ] [Print] [Send] [ Watch] [<][AddaReply][=>=]
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Ben Cowling Ul case ( 12:14:14 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action

Reply hi

I recently played in a big tournament, and this board came up:

[ 11
[ ] Ace2
[ ] Akyas

[ I ke

[ 1+ [ 1k

[ ] kia [ ] 97653
[ ] 976 [ ] @82

[ ] A3T942 [ 1873

I:' AQP86543

HE;
DT5
63

Auction:

West Nort h East Sout h

_ al ] No e
No ANT(2)  No s 3)
No sL_] No 5[]
End

(1) alerted; West asked for explanation and was told it was a
splinter, with a good hand, diamond support, and spade shortage.
(2) RKCB

(3) 0 or 3 key cards (after a very long hesitation)

At the end of the auction, we called the director to ask him to
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

record the auction (we weren't really sure what we should do, but
we thought we might have been damaged). Anyway, he told us he
didn't understand why we had called him, and asked us to call him
back at the end of the board, if we felt we had been damaged in
any way.

Result: 55+1 for NS +480 after the DA was led.

At the time, NS were very upset with us for calling the director -
South showed me his hand, and said that | had no case against
them. In any case, on the travelling scoresheet, some NS pairs had
reached the making spade slam, so our score was slightly better
than average. So | didn't call the director back.

Looking at the hand now, it seems to me that South has the Ul that
his partner thinks 4S wasn't natural (the alert is Ul to him) - and
therefore after his partner's subsequent 5D bid, i think he has two
logical alternatives - Pass, or bid 5S. | think that Pass is a logical
alternative, because South does have ruffing values, and an ace
(albeit he has denied it). If his partner, knowing that all he has is a
long string of spades, still wants to play in 5D, it must be a LA for
this hand to pass.

Is my thought pattern correct -- | am not that familiar with the finer
points of the law. If i had called the director back, would he have
adjusted the score in my favour?

thanks
Ben Cowling

Re: Ul case ( 17:29:39 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action

If you are not quite sure what you should be doing then always call
the Director and ask! | would certainly have called the Director back
at the end.

As for North-South, either they were very inexperienced or they
were unethical. After Ul is given to partner as here calling the
Director is quite routine.

Would I have adjusted on the actual hand? | doubt it. If you do not
use Ul and are totally ethical you will probably bid GD over SD

because it seems to ask for the DQ. Since that makes your side
would get a poorer score.
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Passing SD is not really a credible alternative. First, 4NT probably
agrees spades, and second, even if it doesn't, players with eight

card spade suits do not become dummy! .smile:
David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
Guest Re: Ul case ( 17:46:14 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action
Reply Thanks for your reply - yes | see why no adjustment is necessary.
I have noticed one further point - why is South lying about his aces,
in RKCB? This seems completely unethical to me - it seems he has
only lied because he knows the wheels have come off! Interestingly,
if he answers correctly, they will reach the making slam!
N.B. the pair are very experienced, being at least EBU Regional
Masters.
bluejak Re: Ul case ( 17:53:34 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action
D Yes, interesting. It could be a player being unethical deliberately,
434 posts -sad:
Forum Host but there are other interpretations. [
Reply With due respect to yourself and my wife, I do not really think
Regional Masters are necessarily what I would call very

:smile;

experienced!

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

http://bb.bbboy.net/bridgetalk-viewthread?forum=11&thread=135 (4 of 17) [30-08-2003 17:22:21]


http://bb.bbboy.net/bridgetalk-addreply?forum=11&thread=135&postnum=2
http://edit.bbboy.net/bridgetalk-viewprofile?member=bluejak
http://bb.bbboy.net/bridgetalk-addreply?forum=11&thread=135&postnum=3

bridgetalk.com forums :: Laws & Rulings:: Ul case

James Vickers

Reply

Re: Ul case ( 18:27:39 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action

Country: UK

| agree that South's 5C response is an infraction, as it could have
been suggested over and above 5D (the correct reply) by the UlI.
Whether this would have made any difference to the final result or
not is not easy to determine, but South should certainly get his
wrist slapped.

What would have happened if screens had been in use (no-one
knows about partner's alerts)?

1D - 4S

N: "Partner has diamond support, spade shortage and slam
interest”
S: "Let's play in 4S"

ANT (I'm assuming North intended this as RKCB)

N: "Let's see how many key cards South has™
S: "Partner has spade support and slam interest and wants to know
how many key cards | have"

South has no reason not to bid 5D.

N: "Partner has one key card, so I'll do whatever it was | planned to
do on hearing this response when | bid RKCB in the first place.
(Darn, what was it now?)"

North might bid 6D, putting partner with the club A and a spade
singleton. Now:

N: "Partner likes the sound of my hand and is making a grand slam
try, showing a diamond feature (presumably the king). Shall |
accept (7S), decline (6S) or make another try (6H)?"

Well, what would North do? If NS play the sort of methods | am
suggesting, the failure of North to cue bid a club feature might point
to a second round loser in the suit and persuade South to sign off in
6S. On the other hand, might North not have a likely parking place
for this club loser (DQ or HK)? If NS are playing different methods
(e.g. rolling king ask), should not North respond to 5D on this
basis?

I leave you to decide. This may be rather speculative, but it's not
too far fetched, and it does illustrate what kind of mess you can
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land yourself in after a bidding misunderstanding. | think you should
explore the possibility of NS landing in a grand slam.

James
Shuffler Re: Ul case ( 00:28:01 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action
Reply Country: USA
A question about the splinter bid over a minor...isn't a bid of 3S
Splinter? If so, the 4S is a premptive spade bid?
Shuffler
Henrys Re: Ul case ( 01:53:40 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action
Reply Quote: Guest [Unregistered

at 18:27:39 Mon Mar 3 2003]N:
"Partner likes the sound of my hand
and is making a grand slam try,
showing a diamond feature
(presumably the king). Shall | accept
(7S), decline (6S) or make another
try (6H)?"

I leave you to decide. This may be
rather speculative, but it's not too far
fetched, and it does illustrate what
kind of mess you can land yourself in
after a bidding misunderstanding. |
think you should explore the
possibility of NS landing in a grand
slam.

James has a good point. As the thread appears to agree that there
IS no reason for south NOT to bid 5d=1/4 key cards, the question
would seem to be, ‘what would 6d mean after the 5d response'? If |
remember it right from one of Eddie Kantar's books, that should be
looking for 3rd round diamond control with all key cards known to
be held plus the gs. If north needed to know about the sq, he could
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

ask with 5h; if north were interested in locating kings, he could bid
5nt.

IF this would, indeed, be the system agreement, then | think it is
absolutely clear for south to bid 7s. North must have at least Kxx
spades and be inferring a 10 card spade fit (AJTxxxx or the like)
and know that south cannot hold a side king for his preemptive
response. Since | know of no way (at least, no common way) for
North to ask for side singletons, South's doubleton must be deemed
sufficient. Even if north has something like Kxx; AK; AXxXxxX; AX
you might be able to pitch the losing diamond on a heart and ruff
diamonds good.

So if | were a director, I'd award the adjusted score of 7s down 1.
Were | a committee, I'd uphold the director.

Re: Ul case ( 02:15:43 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Quote: Shuffler

A question about the splinter bid
over a minor...isn't a bid of 3S
Splinter? If so, the 4S is a premptive
spade bid?

Certainly, and | expect this is the agreement this pair had.

But people make mistakes, and most rulings in bridge start with
-sad:

someone making a mistake!

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
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John_M,UK

Reply

Re: Ul case ( 09:20:15 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Country: England

Hi,
If I might just make an observation about the hand and bidding.

North Opens, East passes (no overcall, but maybe values), South
Jumps to 4S.

At this point things get a little difficult and West doesn't help
matters.

The explanation is a little bit off, admittedly, and all the glaring is a
little bit suspect and the subsequent whinging is down right rude.

But West asked a question during the auction, Why?

It would be interesting to know if E/W were vulnerable, onviously
N/S weren't.

If West is considering a bid the only one he can possibly be
considering is 5C. On West's holding and with a pass from partner a
double of 4S is suicide. But after a pass from partner there is
unlikely to be game going values between the hands — anything
West does at this point is guess work.

Unless, of course, the question is for East's benefit to highlight
values in Wests hand ie. if they go too high double (Ul).

Now | am not saying that N/W were ethical in their bidding or
behaviour — that would be for others to judge. What | am
suggesting is that at that point in the auction West should have
kept quiet — from the look of Wests hand (ignoring Easts hand) he
hasn't got a bid so an explanation at that point of the auction could
open West up to a counter accusation of Unethical play.

Perhaps my view is too simplistic, | would be interested in peoples
thoughts on my scenario.

Kind regards,

John.
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Ben Cowling Re: Ul case ( 09:51:20 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Reply The vulnerability was Love All

Yes - | wish my partner hadn't asked what the bid meant. In fact,
when the director came, my partner launched into an argument that
she might have wanted to bid, if she had been given the correct
argument. This is obviously a bit dubious, and confused the director
about why | had called him. He said that if she wanted to bid over
4S natural, why would she not want to bid over 4S as a splinter?

| had called the director because | was suspicious about their
actions (but i didn't know why), and wanted to record the auction.

Btw asking in itself isn't necessarily bad is it? - some pairs have the
agreement that they will always ask about every alert - in that case
you would only transmit Ul by not asking (thus showing a very poor
hand).

John_M,UK Re: Ul case ( 10:17:45 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Reply Country: England

Thanks for the update Ben.

No there is nothing wrong with asking questions but, unfortunately,
there are times when you are going to help the opposition out —
Sometimes the opposition may have a choice of responses and can
argue the toss that there decision wasn't based on Ul — I've seen it
done numerous times.

| believe that partnerships that have an agreement to ask about
every alert would need to make such an agreement known at the
start of the match so that they don't fall foul of any accusations of
"partnership"” agreements.

My understanding is that if something falls outside the "norm" and
into a partnership agreement, then the opposition must be made
aware of it before play begins.

One question about etiquette remains. What can a TD do about
rude players. | have come across all sorts of players where

repeatedly calling the TD would only compound a bad situation.
Then there is also the fear that those players are going to make
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"false" accusations about your attitude.

For example, in a fairly recent game, declarer had 5 cards left on
table and said discard anything. Dummy discarded the 2 of clubs.
when | said please discard the Jack of clubs ~ dummy went
"ballistic”. "dummy" didn't get their own way and that put them in a
bad mood ~ I fail to see what a TD could have done to "make

things better".

All the best.

James Vickers Re: Ul case ( 14:11:48 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Reply Country: UK

Quote: John_M, UK

No there is nothing wrong with
asking gquestions but, unfortunately,
there are times when you are going
to help the opposition out ~
Sometimes the opposition may have
a choice of responses and can argue
the toss that there decision wasn't
based on Ul — I've seen it done
numerous times.

I believe that partnerships that have
an agreement to ask about every
alert would need to make such an
agreement known at the start of the
match so that they don't fall foul of
any accusations of "partnership"
agreements.

The problem is that West has a legal right to ask at her turn to call.
Most players understand this. What they don't understand and
seemingly cannot grasp is that asking demonstrates a need to know
at this point and conveys unauthorized information. | think the way
this is handled varies according to zone, but my understanding is
that in England partner may not take action which could have been
suggested over a logical alternative by the interest shown in the
auction.
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This means that if East had made a questionable double and
defeated the contract (on a different layout) the double should be
cancelled if it could have been suggested over a pass.

I would do this regardless of whether West belonged to the
category of player who "always ask" (I know so many of them). |
really think it is beyond the means of directors to garner intimate
knowledge of every player's mannerisms. In the same way | throw
the book at players who disregard the "stop" procedure. If they bid
too quickly after a stop bid, the argument that they never pause
anyway cuts no ice with me. Conversely if | know they never
(rarely) stop and think for a while on one occasion, that's Ul as
well.

James

AlanwW Re: Ul case ( 16:02:29 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Reply Quote: James Vickers
I throw the book at players who
disregard the "stop" procedure. If
they bid too quickly after a stop bid,
the argument that they never pause
anyway cuts no ice with me.
Conversely if I know they never
(rarely) stop and think for a while on
one occasion, that's Ul as well.

This is something that seems to be impossible to get observed
properly - even on our ‘county’ nights when only the better players
In the county are expected to be playing, the majority of players
simply will not pause after a stop bid. Of course, we all know
auctions where the immediate pass doesn't really convey
information, such as 1N (pass) stop 3N, for example. But most
players do not pause even over pre-empts, although the director
has repeatedly made a general point about how stop bids are
supposed to work. It's not that these people don't know what they
are supposed to do, they simply don't see why they should be
bothered.

My only, slightly forlorn, reaction is to look carefully at their
partner's hand each time to see whether they might have a case for
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bidding on, or a unilateral overcall, or whatever, without the Ul and
therefore to be able to suggest to the director that they should be
conceding 800 or 1100 or whatever. I've never known the score to
be adjusted for somebody not bidding in these circumstances,
though, even though it's just as logical as adjusting when they do
bid after partner's slow pass has given Ul.

Ed Re: Ul case ( 17:02:45 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action
D Quote: Guest [Unregistered

173 posts

Forum Host

at 10:17:45 Tue Mar 4 2003]

Reply No there is nothing wrong with
asking guestions but, unfortunately,
there are times when you are going
to help the opposition out —~
Sometimes the opposition may have
a choice of responses and can argue
the toss that there decision wasn't
based on Ul — I've seen it done
numerous times.

If Ul is present (and asking a question about a specific call always
gives Ul) and a player who has it may have taken advantage of it
and damage results, the score should be adjusted. Offender’s
arguments are relevant, but not conclusive.

Quote: Guest [Unregistered

at 10:17:45 Tue Mar 4 2003]

| believe that partnerships that have
an agreement to ask about every
alert would need to make such an
agreement known at the start of the
match so that they don't fall foul of
any accusations of "partnership"
agreements.

My understanding is that if
something falls outside the "norm
and into a partnership agreement,
then the opposition must be made
aware of it before play begins.
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:smile;

Interesting view.

If a partnership make an agreement to always ask, then, yes, they
have an agreement. But it's not an agreement about the meaning of
a call or play, so I'm not so sure it falls under the disclosure rules.
However, practically speaking, | don't suppose there's anything
wrong with disclosing it at the start of a match, and it might
forestall ill feeling, if nothing else. So yeah, disclose it. But | don't
think not disclosing it is wrong. | may be wrong about that, in

‘biggrin:

which case I'm sure David will tell us.

Quote: Guest [Unregistered

at 10:17:45 Tue Mar 4 2003]

One question about etiquette
remains. What can a TD do about
rude players. | have come across all
sorts of players where repeatedly
calling the TD would only compound
a bad situation. Then there is also
the fear that those players are going
to make "false" accusations about
your attitude.

For example, in a fairly recent game,
declarer had 5 cards left on table and
said discard anything. Dummy
discarded the 2 of clubs. when | said
please discard the Jack of clubs —
dummy went "ballistic”. "dummy"
didn't get their own way and that put
them in a bad mood —~ | fail to see
what a TD could have done to "make

things better".

This one's easy. @'

In the specific case, TD rules iaw Law 46B5:
Quote: Law 46B5
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If declarer indicates a play without
designating either a suit or rank (as
by saying, ~ “play anything", or
words of like import), either
defender may designate the play
from dummy.

I would also caution dummy, if his displeasure has been made
manifest, that he may run afoul of the general case: rudeness is a
violation of Law 74. That law says that a player "should" be
courteous, which means that an occassional offense would probably
not be penalized (except in the ACBL, which has a "Zero Tolerance"
policy). Nonetheless, repeated or egregious violations may subject
the offender(s) to penalty.

You can't make people be polite - but if TD calmly and clearly
explains the law and the possible consequences, most folks will
comply, IMO. Sometimes, | admit, drastic action is needed. We had
one player locally who had acquired a reputation for rudeness. One
day he was rude to the TD. She banned him from the club for 30

:smile;

days. He's been a paragon of virtue since.

On alerting and asking in the EBU

Ref: EBU Orange Book, sections 3.4 and 5
Quote: EBU OB

The right to ask questions is not a
licence to do so without
consequence: if you ask about an
unalerted call and then pass, you
have shown an interest which may
influence your partner. Asking about
an alerted call and then bidding
reduces this possibility, but in either
case if your partner acts in a way
that suggests he has taken
advantage of your question, then
unauthorised information may be
deemed to have been given.
Similarly, if you ask a question and
then pass, thus ending the auction,
your partner's choice of lead, from
the logical alternatives available,
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[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

must not be one that could have
been suggested by your question.
(Law 16A, 73F1)

Note: If, at your turn to call, you do
not need to have a call explained, it
Is in your interest to defer all
questions until either you are about
to make the opening lead or your
partner's lead is face-down on the
table.

This doesn't specifically address the question of an agreement to
always ask, but it does seem to discourage it.

I would add that asking about an unalerted call, except in search of
further information after an explanation of the entire auction, is a
violation of Law 20.

Re: Ul case ( 23:38:12 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Action

Quote: Ed

| would add that asking about an
unalerted call, except in search of
further information after an
explanation of the entire auction, is a
violation of Law 20.

This view is not universal, and is certainly not the English view. It is
normal to ask about a single call - bridge would become
unmanageable otherwise. The Law concerned can be read in more
than one way and we see no reason to go for the reading that ruins

the game.

Quote: Ed

If a partnership make an agreement
to always ask, then, yes, they have
an agreement.

| just do not believe that pairs have such an agreement and stick to
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it.

Quote: Alan W

I've never known the score to be
adjusted for somebody not bidding in
these circumstances, though, even
though it's just as logical as
adjusting when they do bid after
partner's slow pass has given Ul.

There was a case at Brighton where the bidding went Stop 3D very
fast pass 4D passed out. We adjusted to 4D three off because we

considered 4D over 4D was a logical alternative so we disallowed
the pass. But | agree it is rare.

Quote: John M

One question about etiquette
remains. What can a TD do about
rude players. | have come across all
sorts of players where repeatedly
calling the TD would only compound
a bad situation. Then there is also
the fear that those players are going
to make "false" accusations about
your attitude.

If you do not report this to the TD it will never improve - give him a
chance to do his job. Discourtesy is against the Laws.

Quote: John M

For example, in a fairly recent game,
declarer had 5 cards left on table and
said discard anything. Dummy
discarded the 2 of clubs. when | said
please discard the Jack of clubs —
dummy went "ballistic”. "dummy"
didn't get their own way and that put
them in a bad mood —~ | fail to see
what a TD could have done to "make
things better".
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If the TD tells them their attitude is intolerable, and they will get
thrown out of the game if they are so discourteous again they will
not get into a better mood now, certainly. But it will improve the
game for everyone in future.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
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the curse of scotland tells the story ( 08:28:14

Select Action
TueMar 4 2003 )

another interesting problem arose at the local bridge club - please
give me a ruling or at least an opinion.

opponents had bid diamonds during the auction - and win the
auction in 4s.

my partner leads the 9d - dummy goes down showing 5 diamonds -
I hold 4 diamonds.

it is obvious to me my partner has a singleton diamond.

we move on -

my partner wins a trick and in trying to find an entry to my hand
leads a heart - i hold the king and the ace lies on the table.
declarer mumbles something, dummy plays small, i rise with the
king and declarer plays small.

I lead a diamond (the setting trick) and declarer says, "i called for
the ace".

my partner says i didn't hear what you said, i concur and declarer's
partner (dummy) says i thought you said "small".

the director is called and hasn't got a clue what to rule so eventually
- with the whole room looking at us - i say, "well let's take an
average."

would you believe we came second on the day losing by 0.24%.

it was only a club game and i'm sure the declarer was not lying (not
that this is relevant) and like most clubs we are short of quality
directors but....

how should it have been ruled?

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

I Action
23:58:31 TueMar 4 2003 ) Select Actio

Directors make judgement decisions - they have to. So your
Director has to decide for what declarer called. If he decides
declarer called for a small card the play stands. If not then Law 45D
applies, and the cards get corrected.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
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Ed

[]

173 posts
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Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

Select Action
00:59:28 WedMar 5 2003 )

do you think should apply even after declarer has played to the
trick?

additionally the first card to the next trick is played.

would you not think this dis-advantages the defenders who are
totally blameless; surely the play should stand since the declarer
has played to the trick.

I would agree if declarer had not played.

Is not the original fault (and therefore subject to penalty) the fact
that all parties did not hear what declarer claims to have called and
surely in following the declarer accepted the small heart from
dummy?

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

I Action
06:05:49 WedMar 5 2003 ) Select Actio

The Law to which David referred, 45D, says "If dummy places in the
played position a card that declarer did not name, the card must be
withdrawn if attention is drawn to it before each side has played to
the next trick, and a defender may withdraw (without penalty) a
card played after the error but before attention was drawn to it; if
declarer's RHO changes his play, declarer may withdraw a card he
had subsequently played to that trick (see Law 16C2)."

Since declarer has not played to the next trick from either his hand
or dummy, the low card on the previous trick is withdrawn, and the
ace substituted. You may now withdraw your king, and substitute a
different heart. If you do so, declarer may withdraw *his* card. The

reference to Law 16C2 is to say that the fact that you have the DK
and another diamond is Ul to declarer; he may not base a
subsegent play on that knowledge if he has an LA. (That your
partner now knows you have those cards is Al to him.)
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Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

Select Action

07:15:57 WedMar 5 2003 )

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Isn't the moral of the story to ask for clarification when declarer
calls for a card and you didn't hear/understand what card/play was
called for? Don't assume dummy got it right.

Wouldn't the position of the QH impact on the TD's decision. If it is
in declarers hand then there is no reason to believe that he wasn't
trying to run to the QH? If declarer hasn't got the QH then it was a
mistake (probably)?

Kind regards,

John.

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

10:13:06 WedMar 5 2003 ) Select Action

How would the Director know it was in declarer's hand? Competent
directors never look in the hand during the play because they
would be scattering unauthorised information around themselves.

Directors just have to make a judgement based on what people say.

Furthermore, people make silly mistakes. Directors learn early that
because a play is illogical that does not mean a player will not do it!
Perhaps a player was thinking of the next trick or something.

smile:

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
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Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (
10:50:30 WedMar 5 2003 )

Select Action

Country: England

:embarrassed:

My Mistake.

So, if the view is that the director wouldn't look at the hand/s
during play and the problem is that declarer's mistake might lead to
the contract going off, wouldn't it be reasonable for the director to
say something like, Play the Ace and | will return at the end of the
hand — that way the director would be able to "fully access” the
logicality of the claim that the Ace was called for and that the player
was NOT resorting to unethical play, by chancing that the lead was
away from the KH, with a "get out of jail card" in his deck as well?

Obviously the KH was revealed and that impacts on declarers
decision making; he now knows that the ace isn't going to catch the
king so the Ace can be played "without regret".

In this circumstance as a defender | would have said "play the Ace
and we will call the director at the end." If declarer then called the
director | would suggest that the hand be played out with "declarers
correction” so that the "damage and legitimacy of the correction”
could be established.

Would I be within my rights to ask for that? Would it be reasonable
for the TD and declarer to comply?

Thanks,

John.
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Reply

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (
11:20:04 WedMar 5 2003 )

Select Action

Country: England
As an after thought.

Am | right in thinking that Law 46A puts the onus on Declarer to call
for the correct card clearly.

As declarer was the only person out of the 4 to assert he called for
the Ace, doesn't the spirit of that law mean that any rulings would
be inclined to be more favourable to the defenders? And as such the
TD has an "obligation"” to base a decision on the fullest amount of
information possible — after the hand has been played?

Thanks again,

John.

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

lect Action
11:30:13 WedMar 5 2003 ) Sele °

Country: England
Second and final afterthought;

If the spirit of Law 46A favours the defence and the director deems
that an Average should be taken would it be defensible to state this
law and give defenders "Average +" and declarer "Average -".

Kind regards,

John.
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ne_trepide

[ ]

14 posts
bridgetalk member

Reply

John_M,UK

Reply

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (
13:01:23 WedMar 5 2003 )

Select Action

I do believe the laws of bridge do leave me amazed at times.
surely it is the responsibility of the declarer to ensure dummy plays
the nominated card - and do so immediately, or at least before
playing to the trick themselves - not 6 played cards later.

one responder to this problem said that perhaps declarer was
thinking of the next trick and missed dummy's play.

that is declarer’s problem and it should not be that the defenders
pay for the declarer's inattention or distraction.

If the declarer mumbles (or whispers) so softly that the 3 others at
the table did not apparently hear correctly - don't forget dummy
believed "small" was called for; then surely the fault- in every
instance - is with declarer.

incidentally the heart queen was in the hand of declarer but this fact
Is really irrelevant since such a play towards the queen opens up
the opportunity for the diamond ruff.

that is if one assumes declarer realised the 9D was indeed a
singleton and not shall we say a doubleton.

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (
13:28:42 WedMar 5 2003 )

Select Action

Country: England
Hi ne_trepide,
Sorry for Hi-jacking your thread.

The picture I am trying to paint is that declarer Knew the next
round of diamonds was going to be ruffed by your partner .

So when the heart is led with Ace on table and queen in hand
declarer has a decision to make - is the lead away from KH looking
for a speculative QH — declarer decides that he can afford to lose
the KH but can't afford the ruff or to lose the QH.

By the KH now being revealed Declarer cries "foul" to avoid the ruff
with the reassurance that the KH can't catch his Queen so declarer

can now draw trumps instead of the "risky" play of allowing the ruff
and finding that it was the bare KH, lol.

I'm with you — declarer fluffed it whichever way you look at it and
the best result that declarer should have got was "Average minus"
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say 60/40.

I am very interested to know what the experts think.
Thanks,

John.

All the best.

bluejak Re: the curse of scotland tells the story ( Seloct Action

00:41:52 ThuMar 6 2003 )

434 posts Quote: John M

Forum Host
So, if the view is that the director

Reply wouldn't look at the hand/s during
play and the problem is that
declarer's mistake might lead to the
contract going off, wouldn't it be
reasonable for the director to say
something like, Play the Ace and I
will return at the end of the hand ~
that way the director would be able
to "fully access" the logicality of the
claim that the Ace was called for and
that the player was NOT resorting to
unethical play, by chancing that the
lead was away from the KH, with a
"get out of jail card” in his deck as
well?

When you call the Director because of an irregularity he rules as the
Laws require. In this case he decides what card was called for from
dummy and then bases his ruling on this decision.

Why are you suggesting he does something different? TDs are not
allowed to ignore the Laws, and it will cause unimaginable trouble if
they do. What for, anyway?

Quote: John M
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Obviously the KH was revealed and
that impacts on declarers decision
making; he now knows that the ace
isn't going to catch the king so the
Ace can be played "without regret”.

The DK iIs unauthorised information to declarer so if he chooses

amongst logical alternatives one suggested by the sight of the DK
the TD will adjust.

Quote: John M

In this circumstance as a defender |
would have said "play the Ace and
we will call the director at the end."
If declarer then called the director |
would suggest that the hand be
played out with "declarers
correction” so that the "damage and
legitimacy of the correction” could be
established.”

You are not allowed to give rulings at your table, especially wrong
rulings.

Quote: John M

Would | be within my rights to ask
for that? Would it be reasonable for
the TD and declarer to comply?

:smile;

No. Stick to rulings given by the TD from the law book.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (
00:49:39 ThuMar 6 2003 )

Select Action

Quote: John M

Am | right in thinking that Law 46A
puts the onus on Declarer to call for
the correct card clearly.

As declarer was the only person out
of the 4 to assert he called for the
Ace, doesn't the spirit of that law
mean that any rulings would be

inclined to be more favourable to the

defenders? And as such the TD has
an "obligation" to base a decision on
the fullest amount of information
possible — after the hand has been
played?

Either declarer called for the ace, or he did not.

:smile;

The TD has to rule. He cannot ignore the Law: he must make a
decision. Of course he will notice that three people say one thing
and one another - like everything else he is told he will use that in

making his determination.

But he cannot wait until the end of the hand to tell them how to

proceed now.

Quote: John M

If the spirit of Law 46A favours the
defence and the director deems that

an Average should be taken would it

be defensible to state this law and
give defenders "Average +" and
declarer "Average -".

He is not giving an average. He is either ruling the ace was played,
and giving a ruling under Law 46D, or he is ruling it was not, and

letting play continue.
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John_M,UK

Reply

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

08:09:54 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action

Country: England
Thanks bluejak for the insight.

As ne_trepide said, "i do believe the laws of bridge do leave me
‘biggrin:

amazed at times."

So if the TD is to decide if the Ace was called for or not based on
what people say how should he rule?;

1 person says he called for the Ace

1 person says he called for "small”

2 people didn't hear what he called for.

True you say that either declarer called for the Ace or he didn't — so
what is the point of Law 46A?

Law 46: Incomplete or Erroneous call of card from dummy;

A. Proper Form for Designating Dummy's Card

When calling a card to be played from dummy, declarer should
clearly state both the suit and the rank of the desired card.

So how is the TD supposed to deal with the Ul and indeed how are
the defenders and declarer supposed to deal with it if they are "not

allowed to make rulings at table especially wrong rulins™ .smile: | _
this implies that should the TD rule that the Ace was called that he
should remain at table to "adjust”. Yet how is the TD going to be
able to fathom "what's what" and how are the defenders going to
know exactly what Ul declarer is in possession of until the hand is

played out.

From my "neutral” = perspective, once the TD rules the ACE was
called for then declarer is in possession of the following Ul;

1. The KH is held by his RHO;

1.1 The Ace cannot catch the King.

1.2 The King cannot catch the Queen.

2. RHO holds another diamond;
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2.1 The diamond lead was probably a singleton*

3. The RHO holds at least 1 other heart;

3.1 Therefore if a diamond ruff is taken there is no chance of RHO
getting back in with a heart ruff.

All that info is known* to declarer — would it influence the contract?
Well it certainly doesn't damage declarer knowing it.

*(this is probably helped by RHO's quick return of a diamond once
the heart is lead with AH on table, I don't know for certain but |
think it is a "reasonable" assumption).

However, if those are the rules then so be it ~ but should the TD
remain to adjust for use of Ul — remember the TD has no idea of
"supplementary” Ul held by declarer because he has not seen
declarers hand?

I would say that declarer "at best" wasn't watching what the RHO
was doing when he played the KH — so he "assumed" the Ace would
hold and not be ruffed.

This is one part of "Bridge Laws" that | cannot fathom, the
apportioning of blame in this case declarer has not observed;
Law 46A

Law 74B1

There are other laws | could point to but no doubt it is down to my

-
-

How can the "game" hold legitimacy when 1 side clearly made an
error "declarers" and yet they have the chance to put it right to the
detriment of defenders.

strict interpretation of them

If declarer calls for a card from dummy and doesn't watch (74B1)
what is played and then misses the KH being played and still
doesn't notice the Ace was not played (74B1) declarer should lose
the right to appeal the played card — but the opposition should have
a right to correct a card call from declarer that dummy doesn't
follow.

Still, in my humble opinion, defenders should have asked declarer

-
-

Thanks again bluejak | appreciate your input. | hope you don't mind

to "say again™ what card he called for
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me putting forward a "players perspective"” on the decisions made
:smile:

But | would add, come "play time" | NEVER question a TD over a
decision. This has cost me in the past with bad decisions being
made against me — but my firm belief is a TD never gives a bad
decision on purpose and | will not be the first to cast the proverbail

stone (unless the opposition make a meal out of a situation (=) ).

=1

 SOAR

All the best,

John.

ne_trepide Re: the curse of scotland tells the story (

22:33:23 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action

14 posts john i cannot believe you are serious when you suggest the

bridgetalk member defender should ask the declarer to clarify which card was called
for.

Reply it should be sufficient to accept that dummy has heard correctly and

played accordingly or if dummy is in doubt then dummy should ask
for clarification.

for the defender to ask for a clarification is a clear signal to the
declarer that the king of hearts (in this particular example) is held
by the RH defender.

it is also a clear signal to the defender's partner that the KH is held.
akin to cheating i would think.

think of the implications of such enquiries - not to mention how the
game would be slowed, and don't suggest one should only ask when
one has not heard clearly. how do anyone else know why the
enquiry is being raised?
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Ben Cowling

Reply

Ethics ( 12:32:53 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action

Hi

I have just posted a hand where there seems to be Ul. | think that
the information | gave should be sufficient, but | was upset by other
things relating to the same round:

Firstly, in the board | described, North opened 1D, and alerted her

partner's jump to 4D Now, while alerting that bid, North was
looking directly at her partner's face, the whole time. Anyway,

noticing her stare, | looked at South (the 4D bidder), and his body
language was definitely saying that she shouldn't have been
alerting. He sat back, with a confused look on his face.

To me this action, of watching your partner's face while you alert,
seems completely unethical, although I won't mention the "c" word -
I suppose in her defence, she could argue that she wants to get as
much Ul as possible, so as to be as ethical as possible about not
taking advantage of it. However, even if this kind of thing is
unethical, i can't see what can be done about it. It was my word
against their word when i mentioned it to the director, and he
believed them.

After this board, we still had to play three more boards against the
same pair, and they were pretty rude to us from then on. It seemed
they were annoyed that | had called the director, and thought | was
accusing them of cheating. North, in particular, wouldn't stop
glaring at me, which I found very off-putting. Again, even if this
kind of thing is unethical, i can't see what can be done about it
(although is this related to "Zero Tolerance" in the ACBL?)

In any case, | shrugged it off and carried on with the session - but
was horrified, and very disappointed, when it transpired that this
pair were the winners over the 90 board tournament!

I wasn't going to mention the names of the pair in question. | will
just comment that | am a Regional Master, and was playing in a
national tournament in Coventry, UK, this past weekend.

Ben Cowling
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Frances
Hinden

Reply

Re: Ethics ( 17:41:06 MonMar 3 2003 ) Select Action

The players have no right to treat you discourteously. If it happens
again, just call the TD again - and if necessary again. Just because
the TD could not do anything the first time does not mean he will

‘sad:

not do something when there is a second happening.

As a general comment it is notable in England that top players are
ethical and courteous in general, and such bad behavious as exists
is generally amongst above-average players that below the top. All
I mean by this is that as you move up the ranks you will probably

find the behaviour improves in the Ranked masters weekend.

:smile;

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

Re: Ethics ( 13:49:38 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action

Country: UK

I STRONGLY object to your posting. You are very rude about a pair
in a forum where they may not be able to defend themselves, then
say all self-righteously 'I'm not going to give their names' before

telling us exactly what the event was, and where that pair came in
the event. It's not exactly rocket science to work out who they are.

It's one thing to discuss rulings, and to ask for guidance on
standards of behaviour. It's another to complain about the
behaviour of identifiable people who may not read this forum.
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Guest

Reply

Re: Ethics ( 00:09:10 FriMar 7 2003 ) Select Action

I agree with you in one way, Frances, and | ask that in future
people do not post complaints about anyone in a way that is
identifiable.

But it is a pity you pointed it out, because that made it more
obvious, which is why | did not!

| understand someone identified them further which is not
acceptable.

Please, everyone, take note: Complaining about other people is part
of bridge, so feel free to do so. Please do not make such people
identifiable in htis forum.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com=>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

Re: Ethics ( 11:07:51 FriMar 7 2003 ) Select Action

Hello.

| was just pasing yesterday and saw this post. It amused me.
I clicked on the link and the scores were revealed.

"Them™" at the top and Ben in the basement.

it looked like that age old problem. If you are in with a chance of
winning, each mistake of partners is a twist in your gut and you
can't help it showing.

I don't think letting on who they were did any harm to the winners
~ good luck to them. You don't play 90 boards of bridge and win by
squiggling and squirming

Well done winners!
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WVLaker Card played...or not ( 17:30:12 WedMar 5 2003 ) Select Action

Reply Country: USA
At a local club in USA, declarer trumped her own winner. Realizing
what she had done, she wanted to change the card. Declarer was
last to play to the trick and was still holding her card, but it was
clearly faced.

Should she be allowed to change it?

RMB Re: Card played...or not ( 18:25:48 WedMar 5 2003 ) |Select Action
D Law 45.C.2. Declarer's Card
19 posts

bridgetalk member  pacjarer must play a card from his hand held face up, touching or

nearly touching the table, or maintained in such a position as to
Reply indicate that it has been played.

"but it was clearly faced" sound like is was played according to Law
45, and so can not be changed.

WVLaker Re: Card played...or not ( 18:36:37 WedMar 5 2003 ) |Select Action

Reply Country: USA
The ops didn't deny that the card was played, but said that they
should be able to change it, because nobody had played subsequent
to that.

My partner said that they couldn't change it, and they continued
play without further argument.

Later, my partner asked the director's husband (who comes around
and collects the scoresheets) if that was correct. He said that
declarer could change the card in that situation, but that defenders
could not. That seemed strange to me.
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ne_trepide

[ ]

14 posts
bridgetalk member

Reply

bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Re: Card played...or not ( 20:52:18 WedMar 5 2003 ) |Select Action

I'm afraid declarer's card was not played.

this may seem strange but the laws give declarer certain liberties
that are not available to the defenders.

look at it on the basis that a withdrawn card by declarer does not
transmit unauthorized information to another player whereas a
withdrawn card by a defender does.

Re: Card played...or not ( 02:42:24 ThuMar 6 2003 ) |Select Action

Quote: WVLaker

The ops didn't deny that the card
was played, but said that they should
be able to change it, because nobody
had played subsequent to that.

Whether the card is played is a matter for the Director based on the
law as quoted by RMB, and not a matter for the opponents.

Once a card is played it may not be changed.

I notice that ne_trepide thinks it is not played. Well, that is a
determination for the Director, and we have only got the original
wording of WVLaker on which to make a judgement. It sounds to
me as though declarer took the card out, put it on the table [still
holding it] and then said "Oops". If so that is played - see RMB's
quote of the Law - and thus may not be changed.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm
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ne_trepide

[ ]

14 posts
bridgetalk member

Reply

JimO

[ ]

175 posts
Forum Host

Reply

Re: Card played...or not ( 00:59:00 FriMar 7 2003 ) Select Action

david the wording "clearly faced" is ambiguous and i read it as still
firmly in the possession of the declarer, some distance from the
table but clearly visible to the defender(s).

on this basis the card may be withdrawn and another substituted
(by the declarer only.)

were the person involved a defender - and the identical
circumstances applicable - then if this card were held in a position
that the defender's partner MIGHT see it then the card is considered
played.

the definition is loose but this is why we have directors to make
such determinations.

do you not agree?

Re: Card played...or not ( 02:26:30 FriMar 7 2003 ) Select Action

Country: USA
This one is always fun.

In most sports, the referee/umpire/linesman is on the scene,
watching the action. Not in bridge.

Imagine a football (soccer) referee nowhere near the action - in the
locker room perhaps - being called to determine if a play was
offside. Or a baseball umpire in the dugout, called to the plate to
determine wheher the pitch was a ball or a strike.

This is what happens in bridge.

I have been called to a table countless times.

Defender: "He played it like this!" (Holding a card face up on the
table, almost level with the table.)

Declarer: "No it was more like this!" (Holding the card foot above
the table, almost perpendicular to the table.)

Defender: "Well, it was more like this!" (Three inches above the
table, at a 20 degree angle.)

Declarer: "Well, maybe it was like this (Eight inches off the table, at
a 60 degree angle.)

Etc, etc.

The law (45C2) has been quoted. If it was played, it may not be
changed, except as allowed by Law 47.
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John_M,UK

Reply

-Jim O'Neil
Oak Park, IL

Re: Card played...or not ( 07:58:18 FriMar 7 2003 ) Select Action

Country: England

Hi JimO,

I will higlight a more "appropriate” game/sport (?) =)
Chess.

In chess if you touch the piece, you move the piece — it's a piece of
etiquette that the game is founded on.

Here the card whether it was faced or not was removed from the
hand and "should" (I know the difference between what the law is

and not what | want it to be, bluejak :smile: ) be played — that'll
:smile:

teach delclarer to pay attention

Equally, when a player breaks etiquette and draws a card from their
hand before their turn to play the TD should be called immediately
and if the card cannot be played legally then a revoke should be

established ®or if that offends your sensibilities the draw card
should be immediately faced as a major penalty card, =

All the best,

John.
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John_M,UK

Reply

"Legitimising' a bid or a play ( 12:48:24 ThuMar 6

Select Action
2003 )

Country: England
On a more general note.

The principle of "legitimising™ a bid or a play features prominently in
bridge where there is parhaps a "clear cut™ answer. For example
leading out of turn, or insufficient bid.

These are 2 examples where an error can be accepted and
legitimised even though a subsequent appeal could establish
"beyond a doubt” that an error had occured.

Why then, do we have such situations as this were declarer makes
an error but is allowed to "redeem" himself.

I believe in fair play. If | make a mistake | should pay for it —
particularly if the mistake is due to my lack of attention —~ who
would argue otherwise?

If the opposition make a mistake — due to lack of attention — |
would expect them to have to pay for it as well.

It is my belief that were declarer or any player is able to avoid the
consequences of their mistakes, then the game of Bridge is
undermined. To not accept that mistakes are part of the game of
bridge is to ignore the failings in man.

To be called to rule on ambiguous situations when clear-cut
situations of mistakes are not rectified because the call or card was
"legitimised"” seems to be a mammoth contradiction in the
application of the laws.

And therein lies my dilemma about the "fairness" of bridge and why
| took an interest in this thread.

If my comments are out of place please tell me bluejak. And if you
know that this/these issues have been covered perhaps you could
relate the outcome of such discussions to me or point me in the
direction where | can find my answers.

All the best,
John.

Post split from thread and new subject added by bluejak
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bluejak Re: "Legitimising' a bid or a play ( 20:56:25

Select Action

ThuMar 6 2003 )

434 posts The reasoning behind why the Laws are why they are is very

Forum Host complex and comes from much arguing. You see the position of not
noticing partner has put the wrong card out as similar to a call out

Reply of turn - | don't, and judging by what the law-makers have done,
nor do they.

As to the suitability of this forum for this type of post | do not mind
it, but please put posts about what the Laws should be in a separate

thread [which is why | have split your post off]. Most people come
to this forum to find out what the Laws are, not what they should

be.

In fact, while we shall not stop anyone starting such a thread, it

probably is not the best place for it. I would advise that if you want

to discuss why the Laws are as they are you should pick a
newsgroup, typically rec.games.bridge, or the bridge-laws mailing
list. Details of how to find these and other newsgroups are at

Bridge newsgroups and mailing lists

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

Guest Re: "Legitimising' a bid or a play ( 22:54:58 ThuMar

6 2003 )

Select Action

Reply Quote: bluejak at 20:56:25 Thu Mar 6 2003

You see the position of not noticing
partner has put the wrong card out
as similar to a call out of turn - |
don't

frown:

Ah, not quite.
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I see "not noticing partner has put the wrong card out™ as declarers
failure to observe what has been played (and clouded with
uncertainty, see previous example).

| see "a call out of turn" as a procedural error (with no uncertainty).

Your over-simplification of my post does not do you or me any
justice.

Kind regards,

John.
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James Vickers alertable? ( 14:08:50 WedMar 5 2003 ) Select Action

Reply Country: UK

Can anyone help me with the EBU alert regulations? The Orange
Book requires an alert if a call is "forcing in a way that the
opponents are unlikely to expect"” (or words to that effect). It then
goes on to list examples and exceptions the understanding of which
depends on the experience of the players involved.

E.g. 1C (X) 2S

Not alertable if non-forcing. | expect experienced players to take
this in their stride, but less experienced players to expect another
bid from opener.

So much for the preamble - in which of the following auctions is the
last call alertable and why (opponents silent)?

1S - 2C if 2C is:

(1) forcing partner to bid
(2) forcing to 2S

(3) forcing to 2NT

(4) forcing to game

1S - 2C
2NT if 2NT is:

(1) 15-16 pts non-forcing

(2) 15-16 pts forcing for one round
(3) 15-16 pts forcing to game

(4) 15+ forcing to game

Thanks,

James
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AlanwW Re: Alertable? ( 14:32:47 WedMar 5 2003 )

Select Action

Reply A layman's view -

Quote:

1S - 2C if 2C is:

(1) forcing partner to bid
(2) forcing to 2S

(3) forcing to 2NT

(4) forcing to game

None of these looks alertable to me provided there is no
understanding that because of its particular forcing nature it may

regularly be bid with a 3-card suit.

Quote:

1S - 2C
2NT if 2NT is:

(1) 15-16 pts non-forcing

(2) 15-16 pts forcing for one round
(3) 15-16 pts forcing to game

(4) 15+ forcing to game

All except (1) look alertable here since this does not sound like a
forcing sequence without an agreement to play it that way. Clearly
if 2/1 is GF than 2N has to be F anyway, but unless 2C had already

been explained as GF | would expect to alert 2N here.

Others may have different views (and usually do!). And, of course,

it may be hard to argue there is any damage through failure to alert

in any of these sequences, anyway. As a defender | would always
expect to clarify whether 2N was F or not before leading or before
partner's lead was faced, regardless of whether or not it was

alerted.
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RMB Re: Alertable? ( 18:36:31 WedMar 5 2003 ) Select Action
D Country: England
19 posts -/ <

bridgetalk member
Reply Quote: James

1S - 2C if 2C is:

(1) forcing partner to bid
(2) forcing to 2S

(3) forcing to 2NT

(4) forcing to game

David tells me that (4) is alertable, I guess that means (2) and (3)

are alertable. [Under OB 5.2.1(c)]

Quote: James

1S - 2C
2NT if 2NT is:

(1) 15-16 pts non-forcing

(2) 15-16 pts forcing for one round
(3) 15-16 pts forcing to game

(4) 15+ forcing to game

(2),(3) and (4) are alertable because they are unexpectedly forcing,

for some value of "unexpectedly”. [Under OB 5.2.1(b)]
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bluejak Re: Alertable? ( 01:02:26 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action
94 posts The normal interpretation is that 1D - ZD natural is only alertable
Forum Host if it is (a) non-forcing or (b) game forcing.

Reply 1]~ 2 |- oNT natural is alertable if it is forcing.

1D Dbl ZD was always non-forcing in old-fashioned Acol, and the
mayjority of people play it as non-forcing [trust me: your
inexperienced players have no agreement on the bid at all!] so the
default might be considered non-forcing.

Of course, a lot of people play it as artificial, but they are not
relevant, because then it is alertable under a different section.

But is there an authority to say it is not alertable if it is non-forcing?

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

James Vickers Re: Alertable? ( 12:45:04 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action
D Country: UK
10 posts

bridgetalk member

Quote: David

Reply
1 Dbl 2 was always non-forcing in old-
fashioned Acol, and the majority of
people play it as non-forcing [trust
me: your inexperienced players have
no agreement on the bid at all!] so
the default might be considered non-
forcing.

The majority of non-expert players of my acquaintance play this as
forcing. When | learned the game | was told in such circumstances
to ignore the double.

Quote: David
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bluejak

[ ]

434 posts
Forum Host

Reply

But is there an authority to say it is
not alertable if it is non-forcing?

How about: OB5.4.2(a)(ii) ?

| posted the question originally because | had an argument on
Tuesday as to whether a 2NT rebid after a 2/1 response counts as
"unexpectedly forcing”. If the rebid shows at least 15 pts, passing
2NT is trying to land on a pinhead. The trend in ever higher 2/1
responses (was it Eric Crowhurst who compared them with ladies’
hemlines?) which were 8+ pts when my parents learned to play, 9+
when | learned the game, and now almost universally played as
10+ means that 2NT in this sequence will be passed about as often
as:

1S - 2C
2D

so | also wanted to know if this counted as "unexpectedly forcing".

James

Re: Alertable? ( 13:22:42 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action

Ok 1D Dbl ZD requires an alert if it si non-forcing. It is not a
sequence where it akes a lot of difference, and looks to me like one
that has slipped through the net.

You must not let geographical considerations be ignored when you
are considering normal. For example, | play in three clubs and two

leagues locally. In those 1D - ZD - 2NT is played as non-forcing by

over 90% of players, as is 1D - ZD - ZD. I know that some areas
have developed more than others, but really old-fashioned Acol is
still very common in a lot of clubs country-wide.

1D - ZD Is not played universally as 10+: | play it as 8+, as do
my partners, and many of my local opponents.

Another point is that the EBU does not like to change alerting rules
too often. The current ones have not been changed in fifteen years,
and it took ten of those years before people stopped saying "Why
does the EBU change alerting so often? Every year it is different.”
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However, a major review has now started, and opinions as to how
to change them have been sought.

David Stevenson <laws2@blakjak.com>
Liverpool, England, UK
http://blakjak.com/lws_menu.htm

Frances Re: Alertable? ( 13:43:57 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action
Hinden

Country: UK
Reply From a practical point of view, if you play 1S - 2C as game forcing

subsequent auctions are much easier if you alert the 2C bid. Once
I've done that, | really feel | don't have to alert subsequent bids in
the auction solely because they are still game forcing.

I think it is important to alert the 2C bid for another reason: playing
it as game forcing, they will be playing a forcing pass after an
overcall. Playing 2C as forcing for a round only, there may well not
be a forcing pass. This can directly influence the next hand's choice
of whether and how high to overcall.

James Vickers Re: Alertable? ( 17:13:43 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action
D Country: UK
10 posts

bridgetalk member

Quote: David
Reply
Ok 1C Dbl 2H requires an alert if it is
non-forcing. It is not a sequence
where it makes a lot of difference,
and looks to me like one that has
slipped through the net.

But according to the section of the Orange Book | quoted

(5.4.2(a)(ii)):

"Because you have an agreement by which it is forcing or non-
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forcing in a way that your opponents are unlikely to expect, you
must alert:

(a) a non-forcing new suit response to an opening bid, unless:
(i) responder has previously passed, or

(ii) the opening bid was doubled, or

(iii) ....etc"

So 1C (X) 2H is not alertable if non-forcing (nor is it alertable if it is
forcing either).

I think this is important. | was involved in an AC where the director
had ruled damage because fourth player had passed a non-alerted
2H in this sequence, assuming he was going to get another chance
to bid. We overturned the decision and ruled no damage since the
call does not require an alert under EBU regulations whether it is
forcing or non-forcing, provided it is natural.

I think this is a far cry from

1S - 2C
2D

and

1S - 2C
2NT

which are passed so rarely they might as well be forcing, and are
unlikely to cause damage if this is not disclosed.

Still, if the general view is that these calls require an alert if forcing,
I shall alert them in future.

James
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James Vickers Re: Alertable? ( 17:20:20 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action
D Country: UK
10 posts

bridgetalk member
Quote: Alan W

Reply
None of these looks alertable to me
provided there is no understanding
that because of its particular forcing
nature it may regularly be bid with a
3-card suit.
Bear in mind that a 2C response to 1S is "considered natural™ on a
3=4=3=3 distribution according to the Orange Book (5.3.1(a)).
Another common source of confusion!
James
James Vickers Re: Alertable? ( 17:28:13 ThuMar 6 2003 ) Select Action
D Country: UK
10 posts

bridgetalk member

Quote: Frances

Reply
From a practical point of view, if you
play 1S - 2C as game forcing
subsequent auctions are much easier
if you alert the 2C bid. Once I've
done that, | really feel I don't have
to alert subsequent bids in the
auction solely because they are still
game forcing.

I think it is important to alert the 2C
bid for another reason: playing it as
game forcing, they will be playing a
forcing pass after an overcall. Playing
2C as forcing for a round only, there
may well not be a forcing pass. This
can directly influence the next hand's
choice of whether and how high to
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overcall.

| agree with this, provided the regulation means that it is the
_forcing manner__ of the agreement that is unexpected (i.e. whether
to game or for only one round) rather than just whether it is forcing

as opposed to non-forcing.

If anyone understands that last paragraph, could you tell me
whether that is what it means?

James
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