The puzzle is taken from the following post on bridgewinners.com.

“Puzzling suit combination
by Toine van Hoof Sept. 28, 2023

Thirty years ago Dutch bridge magazine IMP ran an article on this suit combination:
K62
AJg8S53

Declarer needs five tricks from this suit and has entries in both hands. There are no clues from
the bidding or play. South is known to have a five card suit.

On the king West drops the nine. In the second round East again contributes a small spot. What
is the percentage play?

The author of the article, who recently drew my attention to it, came to the surprising conclusion
that declarer should play the ace: singleton 9 is 2.8%, 109 is 1.7% (restricted choice) and Q9 is
3.4%.

This is not what Jean-Marc Roudinesco prescribes in his Dictionary of Suit Combinations:

"Cash the king and if West drops the queen, ten or nine, finesse the eight. Otherwise finesse the
jack. When West has dropped the ten or nine, finessing the eight is 2.26% better than finessing
the jack."

That figures: singleton 9 or 10 is 5.65% and 109 is 3.39%. However, Roudinesco does not
mention the option to play the ace, which wins if West has Q9 or Q10 (6.78%).

Programs like Suitplay, CCAnalyser and SuitC also tell us to play the eight in the second round.
They cannot all be wrong, can they? I'm puzzled. Can anyone help me out?”

See full discussion here:

https://bridgewinners.com/article/view/puzzling-suit-combination/



https://bridgewinners.com/profile/toine-van-hoof/
https://bridgewinners.com/article/view/puzzling-suit-combination/

The CCAnalyser analysis

In the following I will present my own angle on the problem from the perspective of CCAnalyser.

Selection Variant
K62 MNorth plays the King [39.00%]
N = East4 South:3orb5
W E -= East’7 South:3,5or8
5 = East T South3or5
AJ853 -» EastQ South:3 orb
Tricks: 5 Win Lose
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- -QT974
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The analysis follows the Roudinesco plan:

“Cash the king and if West drops the queen, ten or nine, finesse the eight. Otherwise finesse the
jack. When West has dropped the ten or nine, finessing the eight is 2.26% better than finessing
the jack.”

Finessing the eight succeeds against the holdings T-Q9xx and 9-QTxx (5.65%), whereas finessing
the jack only caters for the T9-Qxx distribution (3.39%) — a typical restricted choice situation.



But what about the claim mentioned above?

“On the king West drops the nine. In the second round East again contributes a small spot. What
is the percentage play?

The author of the article, who recently drew my attention to it, came to the surprising conclusion
that declarer should play the ace: singleton 9 is 2.8%, 109 is 1.7% (restricted choice) and QO is
3.4%.”

A quick way to visualize the situation is by using the Bridge Suit Distributions tool available on the
site:
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The overall winning percentage increases by 1.13% to 40.13%.

So, is there a problem with this plan?



Yes. We have still included Q-T9xx as a winning holding. This implies that when the queen is
dropped under the king, declarer finesses the eight to pick up the suit.

However, with this approach the holdings QT-9xx and Q9-Txx are no longer guaranteed winners if
West chooses to false-card by playing the queen instead of the ten or nine. Assuming that West
chooses randomly between the queen and the accompanying honor, the plan succeeds only half the
time, resulting in the following situation (where Q9-Txx has been chosen as the losing distribution):

Probabilities

Win [36.74%]
0-5[0.00%, 1.9565%]

1-4 [2.83%, 2.8261%)]

2-3[20.35%, 3.3913%]
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The winning chances now drop to 36.74%, significantly worse than the original 39%.

Lose [63.26%]
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Alternatively, if declarer chooses to play the ace or jack instead of finessing the eight when the
queen appears, the holding Q-T9xx becomes a loser.

Probabilities
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1-4 [0.00%, 2.8261%] 1-4[14.13%, 2.8261%]
-
- T-Q9xx
= 9-QTxx
- X-QT9x(2)
2-3[23.74%. 3.3913%] 2-3[10.17%, 3.3913%]
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- QT9x-x(2)
- QTxx-9
- QI9xx-T
- Toxx-Q
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Again, this is inferior: only 37.3% compared with 39%.

Whether it is right for West to false-card in this situation depends on broader inferences about the
possible distribution of the unseen cards between East and South. The analyser considers only the
actual contents of the South hand. Therefore, if false-carding should theoretically be avoided
because of information available from the full deal, the author’s strategy may in practice turn out to
be superior.

Ultimately, the choice of plan probably comes down to how likely West is considered to false-card
from holdings such as QT-9xx and Q9-Txx. If West is considered more than a 33.33% favorite to
false-card, the Roudinesco plan is superior; otherwise the author’s plan becomes best.



The 33.33% threshold can be derived directly from the relative probabilities of the relevant
holdings.

Under the Roudinesco plan, the two additional winning holdings T-Q9xx and 9-QTxx each
contribute 2.8261%, giving a combined gain of 5.6522%. However, these holdings are always
winners regardless of whether West false-cards or not.

Under the Author’s plan, the relevant additional holdings are QT-9xx and Q9-Txx. Each of these
holdings contributes 3.3913%, but their value depends on the frequency with which West false-
cards.

If West adopts an optimal false-carding strategy from these holdings by varying between the two
honor cards, declarer succeeds only half the time, so the effective gain becomes:

0.5 x3.3913% = 1.6957%

per holding.

If West never false-cards, the full 3.3913% is retained.

Let p denote the probability that West false-cards. The effective value of each of the Author’s
additional holdings is then:

3.3913%x(1-0.5p)

The break-even point occurs when this equals the value of one of the Roudinesco holdings:

3.3913%x*(1-0.5p)=2.8261%

Solving for p gives:

p=10.3333

Thus, if West is expected to false-card more than 33.33% of the time from QT-9xx or Q9-Txx, the
Roudinesco plan becomes superior. Otherwise, the Author’s plan is theoretically better.



