
APPEAL No 11:  Language problems?
Tournament Director:

Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:

Neil Rosen (Chairman)   Richard Bowdery   Pat Denning
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Basic systems:

East-West play Strong Club (Relay)
	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	
	Pass
	1♥
	Pass

	1NT!
	Dbl (1)
	Rdl
	2♠

	Dbl
	Pass
	Pass
	Pass


(1) North asked what 1NT was and believed he was told “Forcing”.
Result at table:

2♠ doubled -5 by South, NS –1100
Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

TD was called at end of play by North.  He argued that he was told “Forcing” and that this was not a normal “1NT forcing” response to 1M.  East replied that he had said “Game forcing”.  South said he only heard “Forcing”.  West agreed with East.
North said that when E/W’s 1NT bid was so unusual that they had a duty to carry out full disclosure.  East pointed to their system card which said game forcing relay.

Note by editor:

E/W were Norwegian who spoke excellent English: N/S were Bulgarian whose English was poor.
Director’s ruling:

Score assigned for both sides:


3NT making by West, NS –400
Details of ruling:

TD does not believe E/W have disclosed their methods adequately.  North less likely to double given “game forcing relay” description.
Appeal lodged by:

East-West

Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We believe firstly that English is the universal language of bridge.  E/W are vastly experienced and as such, in our view, have a CLEAR duty to make absolutely certain that an unusual treatment was not only fully explained but also definitely understood by opponents without English as their first language.
