2975 Summer Swan Drive
Orlando, FL 32825-7405

GNT - Championship Flight 4 Teams 2 Jack Longman, Clearwater

1 Jim Mahaffey, Winter Park
Gary Cohler, Miami
Michagl Seamon, Miami Beach
Jeff Meckstroth, Tampa
Barnet Shenkin, Boca Raton

2 Richard Pavlicek, Ft Lauderdale
Michael Becker, Boca Raton
Ron Rubin, Miami
Russell Ekeblad, Providence, RI

GNT—Fight A 7 Teams

1 John Moschella, Winter Springs

Patricia Dovell, Gainesville
John Brady, Jacksonville
Arnold Malasky, Longboat Key

Henry Meyer, Indian River Shores

THE

District 9 Grand National Teams Finals

Linda Epstein, Delray Beach

Kenneth Andino, Tallahassee

Theresa Andino, Tallahassee

Jim Lyle, Tallahassee

Robert Todd, Tallahassee

Bob Soni, Tallahassee

3/4 Al Vaccaro, Melbourne
Dale Weick, Mebourne
Harold Phillips, M elbourne
Celia Phillips, Melbourne

3/4 John Reitz, Orlando
Jim Huntington, L ongwood
Ping Chen, Winter Springs
JJKrot, Winter Springs

Kathy Longman, Clearwater 2
Jack Brawner, St Petersburg
Robert Vollbracht, Clearwater
3/4 Lee Anderson, Shalimar
Dora Anderson, Shalimar
Virginia Waterfield, Destin
James LaForce, Ft Walton Beach
3/4 Barbara Wallace, Miami
Brian Gunnell, Jacksonville Beach
Mark Y aeger, Miami
Craig Hemphill, Jacksonville

GNT—Flight B 10 Teams

1 David Reiter, Hollywood
Jay Wasserman, Boca Raton
Kenneth Peyser, Miami

% Pagel

. TRUMPET

Brevard « Indian River ¢ Orange v Osceola 4 Seminole

PRESORTED
STANDARD
U. S. POSTAGE PAID

ORLANDO, FL.
32862
PERMIT NO 327

April 30 - May 2, 2004
GNT—Flight C 6 Teams

1 Robert Free, Estero
Kevin Dwyer, Lehigh Acres
Bob Buster, Fort Myers
John Papa, Fort Myers

2 Jack Hawes, Sarasota
June Wood, Sarasota
Bobby Tyson, Sarasota
Linda Ryan Jones, Osprey

Bold type indicates Unit 240 mem-
bers.

Congratulations to all!
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Editor ’s wor ds

Thisissue of the TRUMPET isthe last that will be mailed

to all members of Unit 240. Beginning with the August,
2004 issue, copies will be available a Unit 240 Clubs for
Unit 240 members who do not have Internet access.

For _th_e_l_nt_e[n_et_ _sa_vyy,_the issues will be available at our website at

www.ACBL Unit240.com. Those of you who wish to receive an email
reminder when a new issue of the TRUMPET is on our website — please

send me an email at reeglo@aol.com and | will put you on the email list.

John Christman, our Webmaster, has done aterrific job with the website,
which now contains all 2003 and 2004 TRUMPET issues, flyers for the
tournaments in our areas, links to all Unit 240 bridge clubs and some

others in Florida, upcoming events, information about Unit 240, photo
journals of past tournaments, etc.

For anyone, whether a member of Unit 240 or not, who till wants a
copy mailed to his home, it will be available for a fee of $2 per issue.
Please contact me and I’ll be glad to make that happen.

Later this year District 9 will begin publishing a District-wide newsletter.
Beginning in 2005, Unit 240 will be publishing only four issues of the
TRUMPET per year.

My thanksto al of you for your support since I’ve been the editor. | very
much enjoy the work. Your contributions have been and continue to be
the mainstay of the publication.

| hope to see you June 11-13 at the TNT Open Sectional in Orlando.
Don’t forget the Annua Meeting on June 12. Newly elected Board
Members will be announced and awards will be given out.

.

Pr esident ’'s Message

By Jim Tully, Unit 240 President

Hello Bridgeplayers,

Thisis my final message as Unit Presi-
dent. It has been an interesting two
years for me, and I’ve had the pleasure
of working with many dedicated peo-
ple and meeting many of you. Our
unit is active and growing. We’re con-
stantly receiving compliments for our
tournaments, and | expect that to con- 1
tinue. i)

Thisis also atime of change. The annual election ends today, so
we’ll have a new board with possibly as many as seven new faces
and new officers. At our last unit board meeting, it became clear
that we are going to have to change to more of a volunteer or-
ganization. The new board will have to find ways to make this
work and still maintain the high standards we have for our tour-
naments and unit newsletter. Our sources of revenue are about
maxed out, and we’ve had to reduce compensation for two offi-
cers and begin the process of transitioning to electronic delivery
of the TRUMPET in order to make ends mest.

Another issue that continues to plague duplicate bridge is bad
behavior. Overall, | believe player behavior has improved signifi-
cantly in the past fifteen years. But, it still has a ways to go. I’ve
devoted a couple of these messages to that subject, but it would
be naive to assume that would somehow change the ingrained
habits of alifetime. We’ve al got to learn to look at ourselves as
others see us and to control ourselves before complaining about
someone else. A thicker skin helps in many instances; but none of
us should tolerate those who won’t treat others with respect,
whether they’re partners, opponents, or directors. Many of us do
fail occasionally, and a simple and sincere “I’m sorry. | didn’t
mean that” is usually enough to rectify it. If you can’t do that,
you’re going to find yourself unwelcome at bridge tables every-
where.

Finally, I would like to thank Harold Phillips and Jennifer Rogers
for their counsel and dedication to the welfare of the unit. Harold
has served as Ethics Chairman and the Unit Recorder for the past
two years. It’s a thankless job — he got to listen to al the com-
plaints people have. Jennifer, who served as president before me,
has stayed involved and been an invaluabl e resource to me.

Jm

The DEADLINE for input to the next TRUMPET is July 15, 2004.
Please submit information to:

GloriaMcCain, Editor
2975 Summer Swan Drive
Orlando, FL 32825-7405
407-277-7161
407-277-8154 (fax)

email: reeglo@aol.com

Advisor Publication Assistants Contributors
Paul Dennis Betty Kenyon See Contents
Reece McCain this page
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Friday Morning Open Pairs 68 Pairs

1 Reanette Frobouck, Dennis McGarry
2 Paul Swanson, Vincent Grande Jr

3 1 John Allman, Sellers McKee

4 Charles Kline, James Connell

5/6 2 Pat Spear, Joan Mcllwain

5/6 Priscilla Knox, Rosalie Powers

3 Diane Macqueen, Sally Law
4 1 Johné& Mary Carey
5 Charo Segura, Jamie Portell
6 2 Alfred Perry, Mary Wheeler
3 Beverly Hall, Mary Johnson
4/5 Samuel Bowlin, Sally Holt
4/5 Donald Strupat, Charles Benisch
6 Margaret Stone, Ann Shults

Friday Morning 199ers 30 Pairs
1 1 AnnaAnderson, Pat Lee
2 2 Lynn Potter, Nancy Briggs
3 William Taplitz, Roberta Finn
4 3 Robert & Heidi Stott
Marti Masley, Jane Brady
Ed & Joyce Kineke
5/6 Margaret Woodworth, Ann Taylor
5/6 4 Joseph & Mary King
5 Gary Hall, Carol Boink

Friday Afternoon Open Pairs 40 Pairs

DO WNEF

1 Jane Sedimayr, Tom Geelan

2 1 Jack Fisher, Constance Sackville

3 Reanette Frobouck, Dennis McGarry
4 2 Sellers McKee, John Allman

5 3 Warren & Ellen Lazar

6 Lucette & Eugene Flanagan

4 Winifred Evans, Judy Ludwig
5 1 Beverly Kinkead, Toril Pearson
6 Betty Lamborn, Nancy Kafer
Petricia Johnson, Carol Sloan
Ruth Schaefer, Barbara Bromberger
Chauncey D’Pugh, Patricia Pendrey
Jessie Campbell, Edith Dus
Friday Afternoon 199ers 9 Pairs
11 Barclay & Janet Van Doren
2 Jean Giffin, Jane Pilkenton
3 Julie Shelquist, Jane Garr
Leslie Phelps, William Green

O wWN

~rWN

good bridge player.

V ero Beach Sectional

Knockouts Bracket 1 5 Teams

1 Ellie Hanlon, Mary Savko,
Gail Nye, Deborah Drury
2 Carolyn Lewis, Dennis Hesthaven,

Julia Bomalaski, Martha Pehlke
Knockouts Bracket 2 6 Teams

1 Jerry & Pat Himes,
Edward & Gail Koontz
2 Barbara Hughes, Rita Furis,

Dewey Freeman, Elizabeth Robinson
Knockouts Bracket 3 6 Teams

1 Judy Calley, Judy Zud,
Greta Ziel, Margot Williams
2 Mary Daly, Judith Bracken,

Susan Feinour, Catherine Hoke

Saturday Morning Side Pairs 46 Pairs

1 Paul Quinn, Lawrence Gray
Charles Kline, James Connell
Phyllis Graham, Anne Newton
Virginia Schwerin, Julia Douglas
3 Sally Schultz, Mariangela Risso
Dave Gruber, Sally Chapleau
4 2 William Rose, John Rusher
Raymond Kristy, Ann Driscoll
Jeanne Stevenson, Harriet Hodges
Maxwell Hughes, Anita Stafford
Ruth Stewart, Elaine Sheridan
Jack Smith, Richard Kearney
Lisa Adelberg, William Taplitz
Saturday Morning 199ers 28 Pairs
1 1 1 Richard& Elizabeth Tompkins
2 2 2 PaulaHallam, Susan Mehiel

O wWNE
N
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3 Norma Quinn, Pamela Collins
4/6 Ed & Joyce Kineke
4/6 3 Maureen O’Brien, William Green
4/6 Phyllis Fountain, Leslie Phelps
4 3 Robert & Heidi Stott
5 Carol Branand, Jean Whatmore

6/7 Jean Giffin, Jane Pilkenton
6/7 Suzanne Mason, Grace Hay
4 Nancy Briggs, Lynn Potter

Saturday Open Pairs 24 Pairs

Janice Ward, William Segar

Steven Liapis, Bud Cohn

David Pettit, Doris Suojanen

Anne Bell, Julie Zhu

Reanette Frobouck, Dennis McGarry

GRWN P
=

Stupid Is as Stupid Does

Here is a little test to see if you have the necessary aptitude to be a
Last Problem. You have to figure out how to

have to have a good memory to play bridge.

April 2 - 4, 2004
6 Dale Weick, Al Vaccaro
Sellers McKee, John Allman
1 Clifford Cummins, Norman Cummins
2 Ernest Smith, Constance Sackville
3 Ralph & Jessie Campbell

Saturday Afternoon Side Pairs 18 Pairs

11 Pinky Regan, Beverly Kinkead

2/3 Gail Nye, Deborah Drury

2/32 1 Cathi Kester, Jane Davis

4/5 3 Winifred Evans, Dorothy Mountain
4/5 Gregory & Jean Merrill

4/5 2 Merle& VirginiaHauser

4/5 Erika Y oung, Beverly Aaron
3 Nancy Eppel, Elsebeth Sexton-Stryker
4 Jane Pilkenton, Jean Giffin

Sunday Stratified Swiss Teams 35 Teams
1 Carolyn Lewis, Dennis Hesthaven,
Julia Bomalaski, Martha Pehlke
2 Vincent Grande, Paul Swanson,
Sidney Golub, D Thomas
3 Henry Meyer, Tom Geelan,
Jane Sedimayr, John Solodar
4/5 Priscilla Knox, Bud Cohn,
Emil Shenbaum, Rosalie Powers
4/5 Charles Wehrle, Thereca Large,
Charles Kline, James Connell
6/7 Reanette Frobouck, Dennis McGarry,
LindaMcGarry, Marcia Freed
6/7 1 Gina Campbell, Pinky Regan,
Freeman Bunn, Norma Quinn
2 Jeanne Stevenson, Eva Wysocka,
Harriet Hodges, Bingul Mamberg
3 Lawrence Gray, Jay Prillaman,
M Prillaman, Marion Maciejewski
4 1 Bill & Beverly Arce,
Joyce Smith, Wayne Smith
5 2 JeanKay, Doris Waring,
Joan Mitchell, Judy Calley
6/7 Maggie Migli, Ruth Hahn,
Gilbert Greenberg, Nancy Heim
6/7 Janice Woodbury, Jamie Portell,
Charo Segura, Lynn Giuffrida
3 James & Adele-Jean Dace,
Donald & Trudy Smith
4 Shirley Wertz, Patricia Standish,
Spencer Standish, Peggy Bradt

By Bob Dennard

First Problem. How do you put a giraffe into a refrigerator? Simple:
open the door, put in the giraffe, and close the door. A good bridge
player keeps things simple for his partner. | hope you didn’t do any-
thing to that poor giraffeto get it into the refrigerator...

Second Problem. How do you put an elephant into the refrigerator?
Open the refrigerator, take out the giraffe, put in the elephant and
close the door. You do remember putting the giraffe in the refrigera-
tor? This tests your ability to take previous bids and plays into consid-
eration as you make decisions.

Third Problem. The king of the Forest is hosting a party. All the ani-
mals are invited and who would turn down an invitation from the
King? Well, only one. Who isit? Why it’s the elephant that is still in
the refrigerator where you put him! What does this teach us? You

cross ariver that is inhabited by crocodiles. So,
what’s your game plan? Simple, swim across.
The crocodiles are at the party. This problem is <
testing whether you learn from your previous
decisions. To improve your bridge game you
have to learn not to repeat the same mistakes.

Now the good news. Even if you weren’t able to
correctly answer any of the problems posed, you
can dill be a good bridge player. Just remember the words of the
great bridge philosopher, Forrest Gump: “Stupid is as stupid does.”
Just don’t do anything stupid in bidding, playing, or defending the
hand and you will do just fine at this game. See, it’s simple!

[Editor’s Note: Bob Dennard is currently a Diamond Life Master. Bob’s best bridge year was 2002 when, as part of the Under 5,000 Grand National Team rep-
resenting Florida, his team won the National Championship in Philadelphia. John Moschella was Bob’s partner for the event. Bob went on to win more than
1,000 master points and finished 29th in the Barry Crane 500 that year. Bob also plays at various regionals with his regular partner, Bruce Ohmann.]
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Bridge Probabilities and Statistics

Part 3—High Card Pointsand Losing Trick Count Correlation

This is the second article investigating the distribution of features in bridge hands. In the first, we considered
distributions of high card points (HCP) and losing trick count (LTC) hands. Thistime we’ll look at the interaction of these
two disgtributions.  Since both counting methods are designed to estimate a hand’s trick-taking value, you would expect a
strong correlation between them, i.e., hands that are good by one method will be good by the other.

For this, I’ve used a program to generate and count a billion random hands, each classified by HCP and LTC, with each
combination having a counter.

Fig 1 presents the results. Each hand adds a count to only one of the counters, positioned by its HCP and LTC. Notice
that the LTC runs across the top and HCP down the side. To read it, for example, to find out how many 10 point hands
had aLTC of 6, read across on the 10 HCP line to the ‘6> column. There were 10,029,343 of them (out of a billion hands)
inthisrun. Blanks mean zero; no such hand occurred.

By John Christman

LTC» 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
HCPY

0 78 3,144 47,724 376,001 | 1,229,792 | 1,513,651 | 470,676
1 361 11,873 145,517 957,522 | 2,750,233 | 3,097,862 | 918,765
2 275 7,688 88,980 582,082 | 2,185,246 | 4,660,169 | 4,698,259 | 1,341,400
3 6 1,456 38,650 395,269 | 2,263,645 | 6,355,252 | 8,821,559 | 5,553,814 | 1,194,971
4 111 5,072 89,285 835,355 | 4,639,998 | 12,233,791 | 14,298,137 | 5,842,938 | 493,603
5 2 1,537 37,325 377,112 | 2,310,646 | 8,470,295 | 17,493,688 | 17,504,987 | 5,586,420 73,605
6 36 5675 | 113,819 | 1,003,516 | 5,322,275 | 14,798,626 | 22,659,994 | 17,344,942 | 4,303,740

7 485 16,772 | 237,257 | 1,899,361 | 9,354,953 | 23,204,502 | 28,621,103 | 14,753,667 | 2,189,839

8 2,693 56,493 | 552,517 | 3,560,390 | 13,674,279 | 28,922,642 | 30,330,950 | 11,214,304 | 600,792

9 27 7,802 | 144,764 | 1,230,980 | 6,672,119 | 19,361,822 | 32,019,923 | 26,734,729 | 7,339,859 65,885

10 2 515 | 19,408 | 270,897 | 2,091,642 | 10,029,343 | 24,861,420 | 33,104,254 | 19,972,985 | 3,684,939

11 2276 | 43645 | 443,790 | 3,102,333 | 12,616,595 | 27,768,103 | 31,084,904 | 13,169,400 | 1,229,898

12 1| 5677 | 94,491 | 814,266 | 4,777,961 | 14,998,689 | 27,181,659 | 24,632,554 | 7,524,722 234,160

13 9| 7,767 | 137,750 | 1,218,125 | 6,355,004 | 16,738,273 | 24,560,409 | 16,612,305 | 3,492,273 18,986

14 863 | 17,485 | 204,249 | 1,619,126 | 7,113,057 | 16,704,467 | 20,376,244 | 9,710,670 | 1,188,990

15 1,983 | 30,692 | 293,820 | 2,043,257 | 7,245,252 | 14,757,108 | 14,672,960 | 4,930,695 262,791

16 2,423 | 40,350 | 404,339 | 2,448,026 | 7,186,843 | 11,971,684 | 8,951,943 | 2,076,050 32,686

17 1| 1,624 | 41,987 | 471,402 | 2,442,304 | 6,460,865 | 8,853,058 | 4,680,418 660,379 1,924

18 324 | 4,951 | 58,986 | 534,134 | 2,196,238 | 5,210,523 | 5,787,088 | 2,114,294 144,446

19 345 | 5896 | 73,332 | 552,241 | 1,918,491 | 3,811,721 | 3,189,252 790,254 18,318

20 87 | 4,211 | 74,230 | 496,549 | 1,584,334 | 2,551,958 | 1,496,275 226,875 997

21 2 | 4772 | 76568 | 396,549 | 1,166,486 | 1,496,528 594,938 43,326

22 383 | 6,481 | 71,002 | 307,964 | 772,756 | 744,258 196,280 4,764

23 308 | 6,479 | 56,122 | 234,744 | 465,154 | 308,531 48,432 206

24 65 | 4,779 | 38,306 | 157,973 | 244,392 | 106,952 7,552

25 182 | 4,753 | 28,089 | 92,895 | 106,745 30,405 660

26 208 | 2,984 | 19,323 | 50,018 38,101 5,981 27

27 191 | 1,747 | 11,700 | 22,902 11,718 739

28 62 | 1,223 | 6,044 8,529 2,704 42

29 66 | 884 | 2799 2,544 397 3

30 46 | 405 | 1,039 651 34 Notes:

22 ﬁ 12; 333 128 2 BOLD = mpximum for|column.

33 3 20 10 Italic = maximum for rgw.

34 1 2 1

35

36

37

Figl

Some interesting samples:
e With zero HCP, 78 hands had an LTC of 6
e With 5 HCP, 73,605 hands had an LTC of 12 (maximum LTC)
e With 17 HCP, 1 hand had an LTC of 0 (no losers!)
e The most popular hand had 10 HCP and an LTC of 8.
While this table is interesting and has some charm of its own, it
doesn’t convey a feeling of the relationship between the two metrics.
Fig 2 isa3-D plot of the counts. This plot does give afeding of the
correlation between the two systems. The data forms a strong single
peak (like a shark’s fin) showing that both methods maximize in the
same region. The spine of the peak (the top edge of the fin) projects a
straight diagonal line (the fin is flat, not wavy). This shows that the off-
peak relationship is linear (the two methods go up and down together).
The strong single peak with its definite orientation shows that the two
are measuring well-correlaed, but not identica features of the hands.
Thisis exactly what you’d expect from the discusson in the last article.
No surprises, but a snappy plot!

Fig 3, findly, is a map of the contribution of each cell to bridge
hands provides a more useful look at this data. The percentages on the
map are percent of al hands. Here, the darkest area represents 50% of
all hands, the lighter 75%, the next two light grays (with black
numerals) 95% and 99%. The white areas with gray numbers are out to
99.9%. To understand these, consider that the most common 50% of
bridge hands are in the inner, darkest area. They are:

5 or 6 point hands with 9 or 10 losers,

7 or 8 point hands with 8 or 9 losers,

9 or 10 point hands with 7 to 9 losers,

11 or 12 point hands with 7 or 8 losers, and
13 or 14 point hands with 7 losers.

This part is not astonishing to most bridge players. Half your hands
have between 5 and 14 points? Sure! The 75% map is a more
rectangular version of the 50% map, with incluson of some 6 loser
hands and 15 and 16 HCP hands (5 to 16 points, 6 to 10 losers).

More interesting is that 16 to 18 point hands with only 3 losers are
within the 99 % envelope. Am | missing these, or just unlucky?
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Bridge Probabilities and Statistics (Continued)

HCP/LTC Correllation

m 30,000,000-35,000,000
[@25,000,000-30,000,000
m20,000,000-25,000,000
[15,000,000-20,000,000
[10,000,000-15,000,000
m 5,000,000-10,000,000
m0-5,000,000

Fig2.

HCPILTC 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
0 0.04% [ 0.12% 0.15%  0.05%
1 0.01% | 0.10% | 0.28% 0.31% | 0.09%
2 0.01% | 0.06% | 0.22% 0.47% 0.47% | 0.13%
3 0.04% | 023% 0.64% 0.88% 0.56% | 0.12%
4 0.01% | 0.08% | 0.46% 0.58% | 0.05%
5 0.04% | 0.23%  0.85% 0.56% | 0.01%
6 0.01% | 0.10% | 0.53% MINVENIPERICIENETE 0.43%

7 0.02% | 0.19% [NEOErZ BRI IEX M W 0.22%
8 0.06% | 0.36% |Mikeysl MPREEIIEN R I 0.06%
9 0.01% | 0.12% | 0.67% [HiRYCL IR P ATLN
10 P 1.00% [2.49% [3.31%  2.00%
11 0.04% | 0.31% [WERLZ NPRELZ I RECE L
12 0.01% | 0.08% | 0.48% [NER{oZ NIV REIY MNP RTYS
13 0.01% | 0.12% | 0.64% [NERCYLY ERPRTI N NG5
14 0.02% | 0.16% | 0.71% [SERCYAZ NEREXZ I R LS
15 0.03% | 0.20% | 0.72% [WEZEZARSVIZE 0.49% | 0.03%
16 0.04% | 0.24%  0.72% [LEEelo s el 0.21%
17 0.05% | 0.24%  0.65% 0.07%
18 0.05% | 0.22% 0.52% 0.58% _0.21% | 0.01%
19 0.01% | 0.06% 0.19% | 0.38% _ 0.32% | 0.08% 50%
20 0.01% | 0.05% 0.16% | 0.26% | 0.15% | 0.02% -
21 0.01%  0.04% | 0.12% 0.15% _ 0.06% o7
22 0.01%  0.03% | 0.08% _0.07% [ 0.02% 95%
23 0.02% | 0.05% [ 0.03% d9%
24 0.02% 0.02% _ 0.01% 4o 90,
25 0.01%  0.01% 1
26

Fig3.

The most interesting parts of this study are not its general demonstrations, which might be summarized as “more high cards give a better HCP
and alower LTC.” The 3-D plot shows that, but it’s not remarkable. The more interesting parts are:

a. A very small part of the range contributes to most hands.
b. There are significant not-so-rare combinations on the fringe.

Next ... Part 4 — Michaels Cue Bid Freguency
% Page5



Novice Corner

It bothers me when social bridge players
say they’ll never play duplicate bridge
again.

Keeping people coming back is the second
hardest step in marketing any product. Get-
ting them to try your product is the hardest.
7 It’s a crime to drive people away after they
[k try our clubs. Unfortunately it happens in
all types of clubs, even the very friendly
duplicate club my wifeand | play in.

For three months | asked the people | met if they played duplicate.
If they played bridge and not duplicate it was either because they
had no interest, they tried and didn’t like it, or they had “heard
stories”. Simply put, duplicate bridge does not give some the
pleasure they want. Many would play if it were more enjoyable.

An informal survey of the group that might play duplicate seems
to indicate that embarrassing situations and what they perceive as
rude, unfriendly people are the major factors that drive people
away dafter they try duplicate. They state that it happens in most
duplicate games they have tried. As one lady put it “they’re just
not gracious”’. Although our clubs are successfully attempting to
address this problem, it’s an image that we still need to change.

People are embarrassed for two reasons. One is when they make
mistakes and the other is that they don’t know what is expected of
them. We could reduce this problem if we had a 20 minute teach-
ing session before each novice game that constructively addresses
these problems.

The ACBL “zero tolerance” policy was a major attempt by the
ACBL to solve the “rude, unfriendly people” problem; but it suc-

Bidding in Match Point Competition

Most bridge players know that there are significant differencesin
bidding between match point events and IMP events. For example,
in match point events, it is more important to have many positive
scores, and in IMP events it is important to bid close games and
slams - especially when you are vulnerable.

In a recent match point game, | was ready to invite Mark, my son
and partner, to game after he opened 1N (15-17 HCP) when | had
eight points and a four-card spade suit with a fairly flat hand. My
right hand opponent hesitated before passing, suggesting that it
was likely that suits were not going to break evenly. | thought that,
even if Mark had a fit with me and a maximum for his bid, he
would need favorable splits in order to make a game. Accordingly
| passed.

The splits were bad, and he made only INT. One other declarer
went down in INT, and those who were in 2 or 3NT went down
more than one.

In IMP scoring, especially when vulnerable, | don’t think you can
afford to bid conservatively. In match point events, however, if the
opponents let you know that suits will be breaking unfavorably,
my advice is to bid alittle more conservatively, especialy if you

By Jack Norris

ceeded only partialy. It depends on over-worked or under-trained
directors with different levels of skills and commitment. The pol-
icy istoo long and often too personal. That’s why a “Smile and be
polite” program or a similar idea could be tried at our clubs. It
addresses a mgjor part of the problem that causes people to avoid
duplicate games. For example, the Vero Beach Club has ared tag
system and the Orlando Club has some ideas they would share.

“Smile and be polite” is a dogan that can be placed on a1 % inch
button or nametag. It summarizes the “zero tolerance” poalicy.
Anytime the director arrives at a table and the atmosphere is con-
tentious the director could say the person’s name and tap on the
button reminding players of our club’s policy before solving the
problem. If a player doesn’t calm down the director could say « if
you can’t be cordial our club policy isthat | must give you a half a
board penalty”. This takes the responsibility for the action away
from the director and immediately punishes the infraction if it
continues. It’s easier for directors to learn and to enforce this pol-
icy. Also it shows those who find that type of behavior uncomfort-
able that we care and are determined to make their visit to our club
enjoyable. If one warning doesn’t solve the problem we could give
the director stronger automatic penalties to impose.

Behavior can only be changed by changing attitudes. Hopefully
putting mgjor emphasis on this problem would make it socially
unacceptable for some of the less obvious rude and impolite be-
havior to continue; and it would be done without having to con-
front individual members. This is the hardest part of the problem
to solve. Most clubs don’t realize the cost (in $3$$ and enjoyment)
of not dealing with these problems.

If any readers have comments or suggestions on this subject,
please email me at jacknor@bellsouth.net

By Elliot Raphaelson

think the final contract will bein no trump.

Following are the hands on this board, As
you can see, there is virtually no play for
3NT. We weretied for top on the board. No
pair who bid past INT made their bid. (I sat |
North.)

S AQxx
H xx

D Txxx
C QTx

S XXX
H AQx
D AKQJ
C XxxX

Opening lead: Spade Jack

S KJTxx
H Kxxx
D x

C KX

[Editor’s Note: This article points out that - while it is NOT okay to take inference from your partner’s hesitation - it is certainly okay to take inference from
your opponent’s hesitation. (This should serve as a reminder that we do a grave disservice to partner when we hesitate. Once it occurs, partner must be super-
vigilant about his own behavior). See Law 73.D.1 & 2. for a complete explanation.]
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