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Introduction

Poker is a theoretical topic, but not one that can be mastered just by reading a textbook. When I wrote The Grinder's Manual, I did seek to provide a poker textbook, but one full of practical examples. I was aware, however, that no matter how many hand examples and questions I set the reader, this would not be enough on its own to bridge the dreaded divide between the conscious understanding of concepts and the subconscious mastery of a discipline. As I see it there are five ingredients to a successful approach to learning poker:


	A solid theoretical foundation.

	Detailed repetitive application of theory (out of game).

	Faster condensed application of theory (out of game).

	In-game application of theory.

	A revision structure to ensure concepts are not unlearned again.



This book is the reader's companion for stage 2 of the process. Within these pages, the reader will find 100 hand examples designed to capture and solidify concepts from The Grinder's Manual, but this text is not just revision. This book picks up where The Grinder's Manual left off and introduces newer more complex theory. This is not an entry level book and it is highly recommended that the reader has also read The Grinder's Manual, or already has a considerable grasp of the game from other sound sources.

The 100 hands to follow are evenly divided into two categories: student hands and coach hands.

Silver coloured student hands come from my private forum and are real questions posed by my students over the last year. These hands ask the reader to become the coach and think critically about what my student has got right and where he could improve his play. Green hands fluctuate between different stakes and analysis of the player pool at each stake is normally relevant to decision-making.

Gold coloured coach hands are those I have created for instructive purposes or played myself in a session. These hands are generally accurately played and serve to demonstrate solid play in common situations. Orange hands always end with a question mark, which leaves Hero's final decision point up to the reader. The actual line I used is then explained in the analysis.

In order to get the most out of this book, the reader is advised to have a full attempt at analysing each hand before turning over to the next page and reading the highly detailed analysis which follows. This might seem like a near impossible task at first, but as the student progresses through the text, his accuracy will gradually improve. Do not be disheartened if your answers do not match the analysis at first. As the book goes on, it will become easier to follow the thought processes used, and then to apply independently to solve future problems.

There is no thematic division in this book. Rather, the reader will come across a random assortment of problems. I chose this format in order to get closer to the real in-game poker world, where there is no order to what theory will need applied from hand to hand. This is a deliberate effort on my part to bridge the overwhelming gap between theory and practice.

Throughout this text, I use 'Hero' to denote the active player from whose point of view we see the hand in question. 'Villain' is his opponent. I use only the male third person pronoun for no other reason than consistency.

There are sometimes HUD stats available for extra information, but these are deliberately kept to a minimum. This is motivated by a desire to paint the real life poker world, where we often lack any information at all on our opponents. There are only five stats used throughout this book and they are colour coded as follows:


	The first number (black) is always VPIP.

	The second number (black) is always PFR.

	A red
 number which often follows the first two stats is 3-Bet Preflop

	A blue
 number is Fold to PF 3-bet After Raise

	A purple
 number is C-Bet Flop



Finally, I take a certain amount of poker knowledge for granted in this book, but do initially explain most concepts. As the book progresses, concepts that have already been covered are not explicitly defined again. It is therefore recommended that the reader does not randomly jump between hands, but instead works his way through from cover to cover. I do not give definitions for elementary concepts such as 'C-Bet' and 'Range' at any time.

I hope you enjoy reading 100 Hands. Above all else, remember to always test yourself first before reading ahead.

Peter Clarke

September 2017











Hand 1 - The Toppest of Pairs

To begin with, how did you rate Hero's pre-flop sizing? The min-raise is certainly best as a default in games like 5NL, where Regs are reluctant to flat out of the BB as much as they should. Instead, they play too much of a 3-bet or fold strategy in this position. Giving someone good pot odds makes calling better. We strive to make good what they neglect to do and make bad what they like to do too often. Such is poker law, but since we have reads on BB here, we must first investigate how he as an individual is likely to react to our steals.

A 20/15/2
 3-bets almost never and does the vast majority of his defending by flatting. We should also expect passive and inferior play from such an opponent when he does call our open. This suggests that increasing our open size against this Villain will be prudent. Building the pot to punish his expected passivity out of position is the way to gain a little drop of extra EV right from the start of the hand. The SB is unknown and could easily turn out to 3-bet freely so Hero must refrain from going too large or else his open will burn unnecessary money when he folds to 3-bets. Keeping the sizing down also gives Hero more room to maneuver and realise implied odds in position when he ends up flatting a 3-bet. 2.5BB should be an optimal compromise between exploiting the BB and not going overboard.

Now onto the flop. Hero's c-bet is very normal. His strategy at this point should be polarised, which can be outlined as follows. Hero will bet the best hands for value; check behind with more moderate hands like Jx
 , weak Kx
 and underpairs; bet as a bluff with reasonable redraw prospects, for example Q9o
 ; and then give up with hopeless hands such as 22
 or Tc6c
 .

So Villain raises: what now? As this is a spot where Villain's line is fairly aggressive, the first thing to do here is a little opponent profiling. So what can we state about the average 20/15 who has thus far 3-bet only 2%? This player opens pre-flop less than he should and 3-bets a lot less than he should. He has shown passivity in two of the most common pre-flop spots where aggression should come naturally: attacking blinds and attacking opens. Now, if this Villain has passive tendencies in spots where most competent regulars are naturally active, then how should we expect him to play on the flop against a c-bet - a spot in which, at 5NL, it is arguably rarer to come across aggression? We should assume that, more often than not, this player will refrain from bluff raising the flop with very low equity hands. Hero, therefore, knows enough to make a fairly accurate assumption as to how to play - he can overfold his range on this flop confidently. But how far is too far? Villain is only representing a value range like [KJ, K5s, 55]
 (11 combos). If there are sometimes [QT, AQ, Q9, T9]
 hands in his raising range too, then folding a hand as strong as KQ
 would constitute a strategic overreaction on Hero's part. We must call this flop, but remember that this opponent is increasingly unlikely to continue firing as a bluff as we move towards the river.

The turn has just completed almost every semi-bluff that could have raised the flop and given at least some showdown value to hands like QT
 and T9
 . It seems by this point in the hand that most players with these stats are very likely to have a value hand now. It is just not in the nature of this player type, or the population, to fire a large bet with T9
 here, as much as that would be theoretically correct. If we can conclude that Hero's showdown value is now close to zero, then we may analyse the turn purely in terms of pot odds + implied odds. We shall now embark on some IOB (Implied Odds Bonus) math that should be familiar from The Grinder's Manual.


	Hero's Required Equity to call the turn = Amount to Call / (Amount to Call + Total Pot + IOB)

	Amount to Call is simply the bet Hero is considering investing to make a call. It is not yet part of the pot.

	Total Pot is the pot on the turn after Villain has put his bet into it.

	IOB is what we expect to earn on average from Villain's stack on the river should we make our hand and is the most difficult value to calculate. It must be estimated based on the factors present. We'll now estimate our IOB.



There is always a serious problem in drawing to straights or flushes where three of the five straight or flush cards are community cards: the board becomes very threatening whenever we make our hand. Not only will a 9
 or A
 river kill our action from hands such as 55
 or KJ
 , but we very often chop the pot on these rivers or even lose to AQ
 when the next card is our 9
 . Remember, Villain has a 2% 3-bet stat; we cannot discount him having AQ
 too much here. Therefore, IOB is next to nothing when you factor in reverse implied odds, chopped pots and the face-up nature of the straights we are drawing to. Let's call IOB 10BB
 and even that could be generous.

Now let's perform the calculation:


	Required Equity = ATC / (ATC + TP + IOB)

	RE = 21.6 / (21.6 + 47.2 + 10)

	
RE = 27.4%




Our actual equity with an 8-out draw on the turn is a lowly 17.3%
 . It seems that Hero's turn call is a significant error provided that we are not wrong about a 5NL 20/15/2's
 average range on this turn. Hero should have folded here.

As played, what did you make of Hero's river line? There appears to be just one potential reason to bet the river with this hand - a bluff. While we do block AQ
 and Q9
 , which reduces the amount of the time Villain is taking some strange trap-check line with a straight, the question is: do we make enough better hands fold? The only better hands we could imagine Villain folding here are 55
 , K5s
 and KJ
 . We already discounted bluffs while [AQ, Q9]
 are very likely to have bet the river.

Hero's chosen bet size needs to yield a fold from a better hand 43.8 / (43.8 + 68.8) = 39%
 of the time. We ignore any worse hands in Villain's range throughout this calculation since our EV is the same against them regardless of whether or not we bet. This is because we don't ever expect these to call a bet or bet if we check. If Villain folds [55, KJ, K5s]
 (11 combos) half of the time, then we profit comfortably by bluffing. Unfortunately there are two main reasons as to why I dislike Hero's bluff, assuming a bluff is indeed his intention:


	This is 5NL, a stake where seemingly tight players struggle immensely to let go of good absolute hand strength even when their relative hand strength is questionable.

	It is not impossible that Villain sometimes checks a straight and this he certainly won't fold, barring a miraculous misclick.




Summary to the student:
 Size up a bit pre-flop, fold the turn and reign in the creativity a little on the river, this is 5NL and we're trying to fold out sets with this bet.

















Hand 2 - Mining Trash

This pre-flop call is based on three factors. First, the min-raiser is a fully stacked weaker player which boosts our implied odds. Secondly, the pot odds are phenomenal, and thirdly, we are closing the action by calling. It's true that Hero's hand is pitifully weak, but even J5o
 can flop trips or two pair and stack a calling station who has an overpair. Moreover, there will be times when Hero makes it to showdown in one piece with one pair and wins against a passive Fish who does not apply much pressure. In these situations, there may even be a value bet to be had. For a price of just 1BB into a pot of 5.5BB plus some implied odds, it is fine to flop air and fold it on a large majority of flops. Don't be too hasty to make instant folds pre-flop, glancing only at hand strength. Pot odds and implied odds are everything here. The lower the pre-flop investment, the less often we need to achieve anything post-flop.

The flop might seem like an unglamorous decision, but as I constantly preached in The Grinder's Manual, it is accuracy in these mundane every day spots that shapes the win-rate of the professional. Leading the flop was an option. The rationale for this type of bet is almost entirely protection of equity. The trouble with protecting such a weak hand in a three way pot vs. an UTG opener is that Hero does not have the best hand often enough. The EV gained the times we cause both players to fold overcard equity is outweighed by EV lost when we frequently run into a stronger hand. The root of the issue here is that when Hero causes two folds, he wins a pot he would have won a significant amount of the time any way. When he runs into a better hand, he loses a bet most of the time that he would not otherwise have lost. Furthermore, immediate fold equity vs. better hands is virtually non-existent over one street. Running multi-street donk-bet bluffs vs. UTG Fish is the poker equivalent to bashing one's head off a metal fence. We can rule out leading this flop.

So the plan is to check/fold facing reasonable bet-sizes from UTG. We did not mine this hand pre-flop for a pair of fives. Our hand will progress too badly to check/call against what is on average a strong range. Interestingly here, the likely Fish checks. This does not necessarily cap his range with 100% certainty - weaker players do slowplay big hands in silly situations such as this - but it is now fairly likely that UTG has missed the flop and is planning to check/fold. BU, who looks like an active, pot hungry Reg, is likely to be stabbing here very frequently. After all, Hero's range is insanely weak having called in the BB for such pot odds pre-flop and UTG looks to be giving up. Hero might not have had much of a reason to call vs. UTG, but he should not fold against BU's bet, being so far up in his weak range. How to continue though? Do we call or raise?

Calling is not horrible. For these pot odds it's likely better than folding, but I don't believe that it's best. Our hand will not progress well and we are out of position. This equates to two disadvantages:

The first is that when the board runs out badly for us, it will be much more difficult to turn our hand into a bluff since we are not in the habit of donk- leading turn cards. This means that every time villain checks the turn, Hero will be limited to making just one bet as a bluff.

The second disadvantage is that when Villain is bluffing the flop he may take a free river card and, over the course of the hand, realise a very significant chunk of equity vs. our lowly pair. The outlook is bleak. We are in very bad shape against BU's value betting range and his bluffs are performing just fine against our hand, getting to either apply more turn pressure or see two more cards for just the cost of this flop bet. Calling cannot be a great option.

Raising this flop actually has a lot of merit. We can turn our hand into a five out semi-bluff and leverage future fold equity on a lot of run outs, even vs. Villain's value hands like 88
 . Deteriorating run outs (ones that make flopped pairs weaker) are now a bonus for us, not a curse. By raising we can also protect our equity better the times Villain is stabbing with air, denying those cheap turns and rivers we listed as a problem with the check/call line. Another point to raising is that those times UTG was contemplating a check/call with [AQ-AK]
 we shall put him off this idea, again better protecting our equity. Finally, raising a bluff like this can also be balanced very easily with value hands. It makes a lot of sense to play [22, 55, 66, 65, 62s, 52s, 34]
 the same way.

One hidden bonus to being in the BB and calling with such a weak pre-flop range is that on low scraggly boards like this one, we actually have a nut advantage over our opponents. We have far more two pair and straight combos than BU has and so we are allowed to raise fairly often here. The expert, therefore, deploys an aggressive raising strategy vs. this kind of stab bet and includes this hand within it.

Finally, on a range note, it is probably fine to bluff raise more often than a balanced strategy suggests. The reason for this is that BU looks very active from our HUD and is probably attacking (perhaps correctly in these games) with an unbalanced ratio of combos that naturally fold to a raise. In other words, BU is very likely to be accidentally overfolding to raises in this multi-way pot. He may even interpret our line as very scary and fold some semi-value/semi-protection hand like A5s
 or K6s
 . In my experience, average regs do not raise enough in spots like this and so BU may not be used to facing too much aggression after he bets in position.


The Coaches Line: Hero Raises to $6.00


















Hand 3 - Balancing in Chaos

This is not a simple hand. The difficulty of the analysis in this book will jump about a lot. Fasten your seat belts for one of the most complex analyses the book has to offer.

This is not a pleasant situation pre-flop nor one that is going to be very +EV. Folding to the 3-bet against anyone semi-active is not, however, a reasonable choice.

First, to consider matters in a vacuum, Hero can only make sense of the EV of calling when it is compared to that of folding. We are going to use entire hand EV (not point of decision EV) to estimate this. Folding costs us 3BB from this point of view. If we call, thereby investing 6BB more to see the flop, OOP with JJ
 , are we likely to be losing more than 3BB on average? It seems unlikely without a read that Villain is highly unbalanced towards nutted holdings. Against an active linear range for these positions such as: [TT+ AQo+ AJs, KQs, ATs]
 , Hero will have 49% equity. Against a polar strategy such as [QQ+, AK, AJo, KQo, A2s-A5s, 98s-T9s]
 , Hero's equity jumps up to 53%. The realisability of this equity is indeed questionable on higher textures, but Hero has the ability to earn bets post-flop on lower textures. [QQ+]
 is only 18 of 76 combos or 23.7% of the above polarised range. Calling should be vacuum +EV against most regs assuming equal skill levels post-flop.

Now how do things look when we take a more GTO based perspective? Hero's focus now shifts from his own EV to preventing Villain from profitably 3-betting some hand weaker than the bluffs in the polar model we defined above. A bluff such as 87s
 or A9s
 must not yield a positive expectation lest we become vulnerable to overbluffing strategies. Villain's RFE (required fold equity) for bluffing with such a hand must first be calculated in its raw form and then adjusted for his positional advantage and ability to realise post-flop equity.


	Raw RFE = Risk / (Risk + Reward)

	Raw RFE = 5 / (5 + 1.5 + 0.75)

	
Raw RFE = 69%




This target can be adjusted by the 10-15% margin recommended in TGM. Here we'll use the maximum 15% adjustment as Villain is described as decent and has position on us.


Adjusted RFE = 54%


This is to say that Villain's true break even point when he bluffs 87s
 , for example, lies considerably below the raw RFE value. This estimate of adjustment is not mathematically precise and will depend on skill levels and the frequency and severity of post-flop mistakes by each player, but for our purposes, it will do. It is impossible to make an exact claim as to how much we should adjust Villain's RFE.

Hero should be looking to fold 54% to the 3-bet here in order to play in a defensive balanced way. JJ
 is so far into the top 54% of hands in Hero's opening range that folding is blatantly out of the question. But most Regs feel uncomfortable playing a capped and fragile flatting range OOP, and so they should. The solution: 4-bet nothing! That's right; in these positions, the EV of 4-betting hands like [AK, QQ, KK]
 for value is diminished by the fact that when 114BB go in pre-flop, these hands are not flourishing like they might in later position. The strategic role of Hero's most premium holdings is therefore to add toughness to his flatting range, giving him as strong a range as Villain where Villain is 3-betting linear. This helps with our lack of position greatly and has no significant downside.

It is important that we have our defence strategy vs. this 3-bet planned out. An awareness of our own range is essential to playing a solid post-flop game against a competent opponent. We will defend just under half of our UTG opening range as planned and we shall do all of that defending by flatting and not 4-betting. Assuming that we open 186 combos UTG (13.5%), our 46% flatting range will look something like this: [99+, AQo+, ATs+, QJs+]
 .

If you dived into post-flop with no knowledge of the range with which you got there, then it's likely your subsequent choices were not based on balance principles, but were exploitative attempts to soul read BU's bluffing frequencies. I'd avoid doing this vs. a decent player, or at the very least, know how to avoid doing it for the times when you are totally readless. Let's use the range we just built to play in a solid manner and as a reference point for what our JJ
 wants to do. Life is so much easier in tough spots like this when we see the full strategic picture

We'll begin by checking all of our range on the flop. Though range advantage is fairly equal due to Hero being as uncapped as Villain, our positional disadvantage suggests we should refrain from betting for now. We check and Villain bets $6.00, what now? Raising some value range like [TT, AA]
 and then bluffs like [QJs, KsJs, KsQs, AsJs]
 is absolutely fine from out of position. TT
 is actually in our range more often than it is in Villain's, do you see why? Our actual hand JJ
 is simply far too weak to raise for value and there is certainly no other candidate reason to raise. Our flop call is fine.

There is not a great deal to say about the turn. Most villains would be capped now when they check behind, but I'd rather not make that assumption here due to what happens next.

Most players would also never shove the river for an overbet. Whenever Villain's line exhibits two completely contradictory actions, there is no a priori reason to sway one way or the other on which one is genuine. In other words, the fact that Villain has shoved the river makes it far less likely that his turn range was,in fact, capped in the first place. It is not impossible that Villain 3-bets 87s
 or A8s
 pre-flop, but these hands are not many combos at all and may not bet the flop. The thought to avoid is that if Villain was capped on the turn, then he is still very unlikely to have a value shovable hand now. If we fall into this trap of ranging Villain chronologically and rigidly, then we have already decided that he must be bluffing now and that is simply a ridiculous conclusion to jump to.

It is fine to admit that we actually have no idea how often this river shove is a bluff. Now we see the problem with going into this hand with no awareness of our own range. If we are unsure of Villain's bluffing frequency, then we must play balanced. In order to play balanced, we need to know what percentage of our range to call on the river and where our actual hand falls in this range. If we don't know our range, then we cannot know where JJ
 falls. Fortunately, we've already done that analysis. Here are the next steps to solving this hand:


	What is Villain's river RFE (we'll call this X) on a bluff? That's the amount of our range we'll fold

	Is JJ
 in the bottom X% of the range we called pre-flop with and then called flop with? If so fold, if not, call.

	Villain's RFE = Risk / (Risk + Reward)

	Villain's RFE = 46.23 / (46.23 + 22.75)

	
Villain's RFE
 = 67%



Hero will fold the bottom 67% and call the top 33% of his range. Where does JJ
 fit in? Now we must decide what Hero called the flop with. On the flop, the balancing idea was similar. Hero sought to prevent Villain from profitably bluffing the worst hands in his range. We'll use 
Ad5d

 as an example of these. It's not important whether or not this exact hand is actually in Villain's range.

Villain's RFE was 6 / (6 + 10.75) = 36% on the flop.

With 
Ad5d

 or some other dreadful hand, the adjustment on this RFE for Villain's redraw equity should be no more than 2% or so. Let's use 34% as adjusted flop RFE for Villain. Hero should be defending 66% of his range in some way. Hero's pre-flop calling range vs. the 3-bet was 88 combos. This means that he should try to defend the flop with 58 combos. What will these be?

The most obvious choices are overpairs, sets, and top pairs. [99+ ATs]
 is 36 combos so what are the other 20? Add AK
 to the mix and we have 16 more combos. taking us to 52. The rest can be bluff raises like [QJs, KsJs, KsQs, AsJs, AsQs]
 . We agreed earlier that TT
 and AA
 were value raises, so where does that leave our calling range? The range Hero flatted the flop with should have been [99, JJ, QQ, KK, ATs, AK]
 (43 combos)

We are now finally ready to decide whether JJ
 falls into the top 33% of this range in terms of suitability to call. Hero should call with 14 of his 43 combos. Let's first ask what hands would make better calls than JJ
 . I would much rather call with KK
 and QQ
 . That's 12 more suitable combos already, but are there any other better calls than JJ
 ? Yes, ATs
 is much better. The hand blocks both AA
 and TT
 where as JJ
 does not. As Villain is likely to be very polarised here, his value range will beat both ATs
 and JJ
 and so the small difference in Hero's absolute hand strength between these two hands is irrelevant. Hero's calling range on the river should be no wider than [QQ, KK, ATs]
 . JJ
 is therefore a fold.

The final issue here is the question of whether Hero can use population reads to underfold or overfold the river. If I had to choose a direction from these two options, I'd overfold my range and that is because the average 50NL Reg is not very sophisticated and is probably more likely to fancy this strange line for value and than as a bluff, but this read is very flimsy. A good rule for non-maniacal opponents is, however, that where Villain's line is both strange and involves committing a lot of money to the pot, it is more likely to be a value bet than a bluff. Quite a few Regs prefer to refrain from bluffing with eyebrow raising lines.

Forgive me for this prediction, but was the above analysis far more complex than how you assessed this hand at first sight? That's okay. I am not expecting anyone to do all of this in the 15 second time bank allocation in-game. What I am expecting is that doing this kind of analysis out of game will teach the correct principles and train an in-game awareness of roughly what is going on range vs. range. In-game, I would not know that I needed to call 14 combos on the river. I would have a feel for what percentage of the time I should be calling and what hands that percentage likely constituted. The detail of this kind of out of game review helps build the feel for this in-game awareness. Keep practicing.

We will not be going into this level of detail on every single hand in this book. What I want to do is vary the detail so as to provide a good assortment of high detail out-of-game analysis and also in-game, condensed thought processes that are more applicable.


Summary to the Student:
 Well played. You are correct to fold this hand on the river. It's far from the most suitable calling hand in your range and you can fold often vs. this sizing.

















Hand 4 - The Worst of the Best

Our 3-bet pre-flop is part of a linear strategy. I approve of developing SB flatting ranges against UTG in tame games, which this is not. 3-betting polar becomes an option whenever Hero has a flatting range, but a polar approach is undesirable against a Reg who folds less than half the time to 3-bets. As Villains at 50NL fold less and less than they used to in the face of 3-bets, I begin by assuming that there is no reason to develop a polar strategy here. 99
 is the bottom of a linear range, which we shall define now as [99+, AQo+, AJs+, KQs]
 . As we saw in Hand 3
 , having our range already defined will help us plan later on in the hand.

When we are the potential c-bettor on the flop against a decent player, there are always three strategies to choose from:


1.
 We can bet all of our range (range-bet)
 . We do this when the combination of range advantage and positional advantage is firmly in our favour.


2.
 We can bet our strongest hands, check our medium strength hands, bet our best non-made hands as bluffs and give up with the worst hands. This is called the polarised approach
 and we do this when the combination of position and range advantage are not good enough to range bet, but not disastrous.


3.
 We can check our whole range (range check)
 . We do this when the above factors are all against us and putting money into the pot is undesirable for our range as a whole.

Which strategy would you choose here?

Hero's range advantage is far from great. UTG may be forgoing a 4-bet range due to his early position as we did back in Hand 3
 . If this is the case, then we have no nutted hands that Villain does not have. Our range would be equal in strength to his. If Villain does not have [KK+]
 , then our advantage is still tiny. AA
 is just 3 combos and KK
 is not a strong hand on this flop. Hero is also out of position so betting his whole range is undesirable especially when it contains junk like our 99
 . Things are also not so grim that Hero wants to always check here. The polarised approach is the correct one to adopt.

This means that we will:


	Bet [AJs JJ]
 for value.

	Check/call [AK AQ KK QQ]
 and AA
 , which blocks too many of the hands a value bet could get called by.

	Bluff with KQs
 which lacks showdown value but has redraw potential.

	Check/fold [99-TT]
 , which are hopeless.



It makes sense. Hero ensures that every hand in his range fulfills the role it's most suited to while keeping each subrange balanced with its counterpart. The first and third ranges above will balance each other while the second and fourth will do the same. A betting range need bare no balanced relation to a checking range.

Villain checks behind, however, so Hero reaches the turn with ranges 2 and 4 i.e [AK, AQ, AA, KK, QQ, TT, 99]


What now? Well AK
 should certainly be ready to fire twice for value as should AA
 and KK
 . AQ
 , and QQ
 can check/call looking to catch bluffs from Villain's [88-TT]
 , which should bluff now being the bottom of his range in terms of showdown value. What this means is that Hero's range is now so strong that [99-TT]
 don't need to check/fold anymore. They can turn themselves into bluffs and be balanced by the value combos of range 2. If Hero does not turn 99
 into a bluff on this turn, then he in fact has no bluffing range - a strategic blunder.

Now onto the river. Again, Hero must bet a polarised range of value and bluffs, but with what ratio? Let's assume we choose a pot sized bet of $23.50 on the river. This size should work well for a value range of [KK, AA, AK]
 (15) which is strong, but not nutted. Overbetting would be more attractive if Villain couldn't have hands like 
AhQh

 and 
AhTh

 . As far as ratios are concerned, Hero should have one bluff for every two value hands when he makes a pot sized bet. In TGM, we learned that this is due to Villain's RE (required equity) being 33% and our desire to make calling with a bluff catcher 0EV for Villain.

So if we value bet the river with those 15 combos above then we should bluff just 7-8 combos. The other hands we made it here with were 6 combos each of 99
 and TT
 , but which 7-8 are best to bluff?

The answer is whichever combos contain a heart
 . We want to stop Villain from holding the hands that certainly call us and, as played, these hands are 
AhQh

 , AhTh
 and 
Th9h

 . The heart blocker is therefore a license to fire the third barrel. Again, to refuse this bluffing opportunity would be to have no bluffing range. We should never elect to have no bluffing range unless you are dealing with a likely calling station. Regs up to 100NL make this mistake frequently. It's very exploitable and costly against an aware Villain who can read the population.


The Coaches Line: Hero bets $23.50


















Hand 5 - Trigger Fingers

The first thing we should note here is the enormous effective stack. Being around 300BB deep increases the playability of hands just like Hero's suited ace. The main talent of these hands that really matters at this stack depth is their ability to win a huge pot when an opponent is unlucky enough to have made a worse flush. Calling the 3-bet OOP with this hand is not a horrible choice at this stack depth. 3-betting generally decreases in worth as stacks become deeper due to the pre-flop opener having greater implied odds with typical flatting hands like pocket pairs and suited connectors. Moreover, the 3-bettor's larger cards that normally thrive from building a bigger pot 100BB deep, are now put under a great deal more pressure from a polarised range of nuts and semi-bluffs post-flop, both of which the pre-flop caller's range is geared to flop. At 300BB stack depth, AQ
 on A76tt
 goes from a multi-street value weapon to a scared hand, dreading that terrifying post-flop raise. Think of it this way: when it's the best hand, AQo
 will still win the same amount as it would 100BB deep, but when it's second best, the price can be much higher. For this reason I would be 3-betting a polarised range as BU that favoured suited connectors, suited aces and pocket pairs.

Hero chooses to 4-bet bluff this hand and aptly increases his sizing to cut back on Villain's flatting EV as much as possible. The normal downside to 4-betting large is the risk of being jammed on and this risk is non-existent with these stacks. The 4-bet sizing is fine. Having some Axs
 in our 4-bet bluff range makes a lot of sense due to the hand's aforementioned nutted abilities and the increased likelihood of our 4-bet getting flatted instead of raised at this stack depth. Playability is more important than blockers when the hand will often go to the flop, but fortunately, Hero has both of these assets.

Hero's flop plan should now be to check everything. His range is diabolical compared to Villain's on this texture. While Villain might have hands like [JJ, QQ, QJs, T9s]
 , Hero is likely to flat these against the 3-bet instead of 4-betting. A massive range disadvantage plus bad position is enough to deter any good poker player from wanting to bet more than a tiny fraction of the time. We'll take the human line of checking always - it's a much simpler strategy to play. An inexperienced player might bet AA
 and KK
 here - that is a big mistake. We must control the pot size in this nasty climate and consider the rest of our range.

After Villain checks behind and the Ts
 falls, we are now totally uncapped. Our AK
 has just exploded into 16 nutted combos. Unfortunately, Villain can also have AK
 , but our A
 blocker helps to decrease this frequency somewhat. If our value range is AK
 only, which seems reasonable since we do not 4-bet [JJ-QQ
 pre-flop, then we want to bluff around 16 combos to balance this. On the turn 50:50 bluffs:value is a sensible ratio. Although a pot-sized bet gives Villain pot odds of 2-1 (33%), Hero's bluffs still have equity to realise and Villain is still some distance from the safety of showdown. This means that he actually needs a good bit more equity to call than the raw math would suggest. [A2s- A5s]
 is exactly 16 combos and so a very simple balanced turn strategy emerges. We can bet large with [A2s-A5s, AK] (32)
 and come somewhere very close to achieving indifference. This means that Villain cannot gain any significant advantage from calling or folding a bluff catcher

Note that a solver might return some specific polarised betting strategy littered with ideas like betting a hand 83% of the time and an another 31% of the time. Forget this. I'm writing to you humans out there and you need something close to optimal that's actually findable in-game.

On the river, let Hero's bet size strictly dictate his betting frequency. There are no polluting factors such as implied odds or equity of bluffs to think about anymore and so the raw math will suffice. Hero chooses the most natural bet-size and the one that allows him the maximum number of bluff combos: a shove. As always, when we have no exploitative read, we look at the situation from Villain's point of view. Villain's required equity to call our shove is 35%. You should be able to find this yourself using basic RE math discussed many times in TGM. If Hero sized smaller than this, then Villain's RE would drop and therefore we'd have to give him less equity when he called our bet. The only way to do this would be to remove bluffs from our betting range.

Assuming we shove, when Villain calls us with a bluff catcher, we should engineer our range so that he wins 35% of the time. We still have 16 value combos so what's our bluffing frequency? Our ratio starts off unsimplified as 35:65 bluffs to value. We have 16 value hands so our ratio must now become ?:16 in order to solve the range. We now divide both sides by 65/16 or 4.06 if you like. The ratio now becomes 16:8.62 value:bluffs, which we'll clean up to 16:9. We must now choose 9 of our now 15 [A2s-A5s]
 combos to be those bluffs.

How on earth do we choose between them? The answer: diamonds
 . We bluff when we don't have diamonds as these combos leave flush draws and pair + flush draws unblocked in Villain's range. We want him to have these hands as these are weak enough to fold. The job of our range selection is to maximise his non AK
 hands and thus reduce the amount of the time he holds the nuts. If we give up every diamond combo, we are still left with 11 bluffs. We must somehow remove another two combos. A neat way to do this would be to give up Ah4h
 and As4s
 as these hands win against some busted diamond draw like Ad6d
 and therefore gain slightly less EV by bluffing than As2s
 , which either chops or loses to a busted nut flush draw at showdown. Hero's Ac5c
 is therefore a bet and the student's line is justifiable.

This spot was solved in a balanced GTO manner. As always, if population reads had led us to believe that Villains were typically terrified to call even with 9x
 in such a massive pot, then we could add more bluffs on the turn and river. If the population was very stationy, then we'd remove bluffs, but it all starts at understanding the balanced plan and optimal hand selection.


Summary to the Student:
 Well done. Your line is consistent with an optimal strategy, but how was your reasoning?



















Hand 6 - Good Queens Gone Bad

This is a very routine pre-flop 3-bet. There are some rare situations where Hero might choose to flat here and those would be where HJ is very nitty in the face of 3-bets. Hero could therefore adopt an extremely polarised strategy. Otherwise, the idea is to play 3-bet or fold from the SB which naturally leads to the 3-bet range being linear. Hero's 3-bet range should be somewhere around: [99+, AJ+, KQo+, ATs, KJs, QJs, JTs]
 (116).

The flop texture is slightly better for Hero than for Villain. Both players are likely to hold nutted hands like [99-TT]
 . Hero's 18 [QQ- AA]
 combos provide a mass of strong, but not nutted hands that most Villains cannot have due to deploying a 4-bet value range of some sort pre-flop. Hero does have 15 combos of one very bad hand on this texture that Villain does not always have. That's right: AK
 without a flush draw. Overall, we can evaluate Hero's range advantage as slight to moderate. Hero's position is not advantageous and so it will not be a theoretically sound strategy to range-bet this flop. A polarised betting approach is once again called for.

If there are overpairs to slow play here in order to strengthen Hero's check/call range, then this is not one of them. QQ
 with no diamond
 is the most vulnerable hand Hero can hold that is strong enough to bet three times on the best run outs where complete bricks fall on the turn and the river. Something like AA
 with a diamond
 is a far more suitable check due to stability of showdown value across a lot more run outs. It is therefore sensible to bet the flop with this hand.

Hero's betting range should resemble [99, TT, JJ, QQ*, KK*, AA*, KQ, KJs, QJs, Ad
 Qx, Ad
 Jx, AdJd
 , AdQd
 ]
 . The asterisk in the above range signifies only non-diamond
 holdings.

Hero elects to bet the strong made hands that are either clear cut three street value bets or that gain the most protection by betting right now. His less vulnerable big hands have the noble task of bolstering his check/call range and helping to prevent Villain from stabbing too wide as a bluff. Hero's most improvable non-made hands start to apply pressure now. Finally, the more hopeless hands that have unwanted blockers like AKo
 can now give up.

This flop strategy provides a nice ratio of c-bet bluffs to value of 34:21 which we can simplify to 1.61:1. Generally on the flop, a ratio of 1.5:1 bluffs to value is admissible as Villain is still very far from showdown and Hero's bluffing range has a lot of equity. In this spot, I don't mind going slightly more bluff heavy than this for the sake of simplifying the strategy. We will be continuing to raises with all of this value range barring any special read and the flush draws too. Villain's fold equity both now and later in the hand will not be sufficient for him to play back at us exploitatively as many regs will try to do.

This is not a good turn for Hero's flop betting range. Any Tx
 that Villain plays this way has just become the nuts against most of that range. Moreover, our bluffs have bricked in spectacular fashion and will now be drawing dead sometimes. We are now one street closer to showdown and still out of position with a lot of very weak hands. Our range advantage has sadly evaporated. It is time to start checking. We might be tempted to continue betting hands like [99, TT, KK, AA]
 but this will do little to protect us against Villain's flop floats, which now want to bluff. Betting these hands would also give us a pathetically weak checking range, which we must avoid. I recommend checking here with 100% of our range; we really couldn't ask for a worse turn card. By checking, our big pairs and boats can catch Villain's floats when they try to take the pot down.

Are you worried about losing value by adopting such a strategy? Don't be. QQ
 is probably not happy betting twice more on this run out anyway so don't worry about losing value with that. Don't even worry about losing value with 99
 . Villain will bet twice with a T
 himself and we can trade a losing a street of value from [JJ-QQ]
 for winning extra money vs. KQ
 and similar. Also, don't worry about "giving free cards to a flush draw" or similar nonsense. Villain has very few combos of these hands to start with and they very often bet any way, which amounts to the same thing as us betting and them calling.

We check/call - it's the only decent line here from a theoretical point of view. Our turn check/call range is now [99, TT, JJ, QQ*, KK*, AA*, AdJd
 , 
AdQd

 ]
 .

We reach this brick of a river with a range of 21 combos. Villain has shoved for just under pot and we need to pick a calling range. If we think Villain is balanced or are not aware of how he is unbalanced, then we enter his mind, look at his RFE (required fold equity) on a potential bluff and fold exactly that amount so as to make his bluffs neutral investments. His RFE here is 46%. We should fold just under half of the time. That means calling 54% or 11 combos.

Which are the best 11? Let's instantly rule out our busted flush draws as they block Villain's air and even lose to some conceivable bluffs. Villain's main value hands are Tx
 and boats. We can't block [99-TT]
 unless we have the nuts anyway, but we can block Villain's most likely Tx
 hand, ATs
 . We will definitely call with AA*
 for this reason. It is also possible that Villain holds KK
 and so our *KK
 qualifies as a call too due to it's blockers to this hand and ability to thrash an overly ambitious QQ
 . We obviously call our boats and quads and so 4 combos of [99-TT]
 have also qualified.

A calling range of [AA*, KK*, 99, TT]
 is 10 combos. If we want to be exact, we should promote one of our QQ
 combos to join the calling range, but this is a small detail.

Do we have any exploitative inkling on this river as to a more profitable strategy than the one recommended above? Yes, I think we do. Most villains do not shove JJ
 or QQ
 here and do not reach this point with [KK-AA]
 .This population read suggests that their value ranges are very small. It therefore takes a very low frequency for Villain to decide to bluff air for his range to become bloated with bluffs. I don't think the average 50NL Reg can control their range properly and so much air has bricked. In practice I like calling JJ-QQ
 here too, but that is purely exploitative.


The Coaches Line: Hero calls $35.37


















Hand 7 - Jacking It In

Hero's general game plan BU vs CO will depend upon two factors: Villain's fold to 3-bet tendencies and the aggression of the players in the blinds. The more that Villain folds to 3-bets the more Hero should be inclined to go polar and even consider overbluffing. The more the blinds like to 3-bet, the more they like to squeeze and the more Hero is persuaded to adopt a 3-bet or fold linear approach. If one of the blinds is squeezing absurdly wide then Hero might develop an uncapped trap flatting range, but that's only for extreme situations.

Sadly here. the student is either unaware of these factors or has neglected to mention them and so we shall assume an unknown table and a smallish sample on this passive Reg where fold to 3-bet is unreliable. I'd begin with a polar 3-betting range that used more bluffs than value hands, but not by so much that we folded more than 60% to a 4-bet. I'll recommend something close to the following. The hands we do not 3-bet here are either flats or folds, you should be able to figure out which: [TT+, AQo+, AJs+, KQs+ // KJo, A2s-A7s, K7s-K9s, Q8s-Q9s, J9s, T8s, 97s, 86s, 76s, 75s, 65s, 54s]
 . This range provides a ratio of 88:70 bluffs to value or 1.26:1. If Hero continues the value portion to a 4-bet, then he will be folding just 56%. A normally sized 4-bet bluff from Villain of $5.60 would require 58% fold equity to auto-profit. The above range is, therefore, a sensible strategy that negates 4-bet bluffing.

It is not CO, however, who 4-bets. The 4-bet comes cold from the SB. This is a pre-flop spot that depends on two factors: population reads and 4-bet size.

What player type makes his 4-bet size almost 3x the 3-bet? In my experience, either a Fish or a weaker Reg. This size is unnecessarily large and drives up the RFE of a bluff. What cold 4-bet range do weaker Regs and Fish use? Very strong unbalanced ones.

Fish still treat this spot like we did in 2001 when a 4-bet was only considered a good idea with the nuts. I recall reading a very poor poker book as a student in 2005, which was once thought to be a solid work. In this book, the author stated: "He is far too good a player to be 4-betting anything other than AA". We laugh now at the strategic naivety of such a statement. The point remains: this is highly likely to be unbalanced towards the nuts and persuades us to overfold. I would not hesitate to fold JJ
 here.

Hero's call is dubious at best given how poor the pot odds are, how strong the average Villain's range is, and how well even bluffs can realise equity vs. our hand. I even prefer a shove to call. At least that gobbles up a massive pot vs. any bluffs that do exist and denies them equity. JJ
 will not be doing great here, but if we have some fold equity and Villain has a fair amount of AK
 that 4-bet/calls then the outlook will be a bit less bleak than in the world where we flat.

Making a mistake on one street does not prevent us from striving to learn from the next street. I'll remain in the exploitative domain here and avoid giving Hero a range for flatting the 4-bet. In spots where Villain is very likely to be unbalanced, it will serve us better to play the hand in a vacuum and make decisions from our own point of view.

The flop is undoubtedly a check. Villain's range has not necessarily weakened too much due to his check. Even a bad Reg should normally realise that there is no need to build this already huge pot right away with [AK, KK, AA]
 and that there is a benefit to checking: inducing bluffs in case Hero plays very badly here. If anything, this flop checks makes busted hands like A3s
 less likely as many weak players will c-bet automatically with air on this texture. Hero has absolutely no reason to bet. Sure, he might fold out QQ
 by firing until he's all in, but at what cost vs. the rest of Villain's range? And for what other gain?

The turn is our final decision point. We are getting 3:1 and this is always enticing, but what use are pot odds unless we compare them to the outlook of calling? We've already determined that air is unlikely in Villain's range. If he does have air in the first place, he may not decide to make a delayed c-bet bluff and may follow through on the river if he does. Calling turn to fold river, therefore, looks like spew on Hero's part and calling down is foolish given our reads. It is far too remote a possibility that Hero A: has the best hand and B: makes it to showdown at no extra cost. Even getting 3:1 immediate pot odds, the outlook is dire. We must fold here and somewhat compensate for the fact that we should have folded pre-flop.


Summary to the Student:
 Use sizing tells, population reads and the range analysis that follows to play more exploitatively pre-flop. I hope you folded the turn.

















Hand 8 - Population Strangulation

First a word on player type. Villain's large 3-bet sizing gels well with the HUD data to backup the idea that this could well be a weaker, tighter player. Most competent Regs will not stray above 3x with their sizing in this spot as flatting is already discouraged for SB due to his poor position. We shall keep a mild exploitative focus on this player type read as we move forward.

This is one of the bread and butter Reg vs. Reg late position battles where it pays to put in the hours of study in advance. The spot comes up so frequently and is full of aggression. This makes it more of a disaster to play in an unbalanced way over the long-term and so your analysis should start with Hero's pre-flop range for calling the 3-bet. Assuming that we are opening a normal 40% or so from the SB, we will have 530 combos to play with. Folding around 60% of this to the 3-bet should be fine in a disadvantageous position against a tight looking player who has sized larger than normal. The bigger he sizes, the less we need to defend. This will be our starting point. It might be tempting to oversteal pre-flop here and even drop the sizing down to 2.5x planning to fold even more than 60%, but I'd refrain for now. Of course we are yet to see Villain's slightly fishy 3-bet size at the point where we open the pot.

We must defend a total of 212 combos to hit a 40% defence frequency. By first working out our 4-bet range, we can fill up what's left with the highest EV flats, and 4-bet bluffs. I would 4-bet a standard 34 combos of [QQ+, AK]
 for value and nothing more. If Villain is tighter than average, then it will not be wise to 4-bet/call off the likes of JJ
 . I'd balance this with around 50 bluffs that are too weak to call, favouring blockers, as I don't expect a tighter player to flat a 4-bet very often. Let's bluff with [A2s- A7s, ATo, K7s-K9s]
 (48). Now to fill in the other 212 - 82 = 130 flatting combos.

A flatting range of [77-JJ, AJo-AQo, KJo-KQo, A8s-AQs, KTs-KQs, QTs-QJs, JTs, T9s, 98s]
 (130) will do fine.

We reach the flop with the above range and check all of it to Villain on a board where he enjoys a moderate range advantage from wielding AK
 where we do not. As Villain, I would absolutely simplify this spot by betting everything, but that's another story for another hand. What most ABC regs do here is c-bet all air, c-bet very good hands like [AQ-AK]
 and check a ridiculously face up range of showdown value. I'm actually going to go as far here as to claim that Villain's checking range is usually weak top pair and underpairs that are planning to call at least the turn.

So what does my soul-read mean for our turn play? It implies one simple truth: betting once to give up is generally a bad strategy. We should either underbluff the turn, or bluff some amount and then always follow through on the river. There is no problem in applying pressure against this kind of capped face up range as long as we follow through with very large river betting. QTs
 is actually a nice hand for these purposes. While it's unfortunate that the hand blocks QQ
 , it does not block KK
 or JJ
 . It also blocks AQ
 and AT
 , which are two of the hands that are most likely to call us down.

Now for sizing: how does Hero play a bluff heavy range against a timid looking opponent? That's right, he smashes it. After this turn bet (which admittedly could be larger) gets called, we can ramp up our river sizing to a handsome overbet. This will give Villain a genuine decision with Ax
 and may cause an ABC opponent to "wait for a better spot" or some such rubbish. If you disagree with my population read here and are nauseous about overbluffing the river then simply make sure your river betting range is balanced and just underbluff on the turn instead. Ensure that by the river Villain is getting no more than his RE. Regardless of how wide you choose to bluff the river, this hand must qualify. Remember that [88, JJ, AJ, A8s, AQ]
 is 29 value combos so if we could bet 2x the pot, this would allow for a ratio of 1.5:1 value hands to bluffs and a balanced strategy containing 17 bluffs. Since stack don't allow that large a bet, all-in will have to do.

Finally, why should such a large size be defensible here? It all has to do with our nut advantage. Basically, Villain's range is mostly capped here. Though he could show up with [AA, JJ, AJ]
 sometimes, these hands will often raise the turn. Consequently, we discount them and our value hands win close to always when called. This creates no downside to applying as much pressure as possible in the hope of generating overfolding mistakes from our opponent and maximising the number of combos we can defensibly turn into a bluff.

I'll stress this again. The main strategic exploitative edge we must grab here is to avoid bluffing turn and giving up river. This is how we destroy the ABC population's flawed flop game completely.


The Coaches Line: Hero bets $38.25 [all-in effective]


















Hand 9 - The Nine High Blues

This is a very standard pre-flop call. Closing the action with a very frequently live and implied odds rich hand promises more than enough to call for enticing pot odds of 2.66:1.

This flop can yield a nut advantage for Hero depending on HJ's opening range. Some players will refrain from opening [22-55]
 and [A2s, 76s]
 in the HJ. Against most players, however, both Hero and Villain will share these combos and Villain is the one with [QQ+]
 and a small range advantage. As Hero, I would certainly adopt a raising range on this flop. We have a clear 17 combos of sets and better (can you count them?) and a licence to apply formidable pressure to Villain's medium strength hands such as JJ
 .

Villain is advised to have a checking range on this texture. After all he has a lot of very stable showdown value combos like [AJ-AK]
 and he wants to control the size of the pot with some overpairs. If he bet his whole range, raising would become a little too good for Hero. It seems very reasonable for HJ to check back both pot controlling turn calling hands and a few give ups like 

JsTs


 which can delayed c-bet bluff if Hero continues to check.

Hero's decision of whether or not to bet the turn is known as a turn probe opportunity and can be filtered for as such in Poker Tracker. Most turn cards will grant Hero a very powerful nut advantage as Villain's range becomes capped due to his flop check. As we've already specified, Hero has 17 nutted hands and a few more hands that now figure to be best very often such as TT
 . The usual approach would therefore be a very large lead with a wide and polarised range. This specific turn card, however, throws a spanner in the works.

The 
2h

 creates a situation where Villain, despite having checked the flop, maintains his initial range advantage and even adds to it. A general game-theory guideline for handling the turn after the pre-flop raiser checks behind is to check all of your range on an A
 . The reason is that Hero probably 3-bets [AQ-AK]
 pre-flop, where as Villain can have all of these 32 combos. On this specific board, it's even worse. Straights are generally easy to make as the board never blocks your hole cards. When that straight needs just one A
 to complete, it becomes very likely indeed, especially when so much of Villain's check back range is Ax
 . Betting this turn at all is a strategic blunder, but might it hold some exploitative merit in these games?

This turn lead is a play that is probably not as horrid in terms of vacuum EV as it seems in theory. The reason is that Hero has chosen quite a nifty exploitative size. Villain has two main types of hand when he checks back the flop Ax
 and total give ups like KJo
 . We lose to the latter when we have 98s
 and therefore gain a lot of EV by betting. If we check, there are definitely common branches where Villain bets and forces us to fold many of our flopped overpairs that have just been slaughtered by the turn card. He also makes us fold hands like this that gain something by betting. Since Villain has no idea what our strategy is and since this spot is somewhat rare, and the population unaware of GTO defensive play, I can see us getting away with a very peculiar strategy of leading small like this with any one pair or worse that we don't care to check/call. This way we win the pot often enough from hands that we'd otherwise lose to.

Will we get away with this long-term vs. a good opponent? Never, but fortunately we find ourselves hidden in the unskilled mists of 10NL Zoom and can afford some exploitative luxuries.

Since Villain is likely to be wary about our own Ax
 combos I think the frequency of the time he'll fight back with a bluff is extremely low here. I like this line, but I'm not advocating it as theoretically solid in any way. A strong opponent would simply call his whole range to our tiny bet, protected by all of his Ax
 and getting more than enough pot odds on a one street float in position when he has air. This response is the true counter to our strategy and makes us look very spewy indeed. My population read is that we will not see this counter line often enough to be afraid. I would not take this line in a tougher game.

Now onto the river. I defended my student's turn line here solely on the grounds that lots of not so advanced 10NL players will simply fold their air on the turn. It follows from this that the river is necessarily always a check/fold. We've already achieved our exploitative aim and must now accept that we very likely ran into Villain's Ax
 . Check/fold is spot on.

I might sound cynical here, but I very much doubt Hero's line was taken with the correct exploitative reasoning and underlying GTO understanding at heart. Without disrespect for players of this level, such advanced and complete understanding would be rare for a 10NL student.

Very often we take the right line for the wrong reasons. There are only so many candidate lines so it's very easy to accidentally get that part right. There are near infinite possible reasons for which one could adopt that line and that is the part we must strive to improve on. Look at your winning hands and dissect them as you would your losing ones. Avoid forums where some member with 11,000 posts crawls out of his hole to remark: "fold" and disappears back into his own ego. Seek explanations as to why your line was good or bad - that's the road to progress.


Summary to the Student:
 I'm sure your line is fine against this population, but do you see why it's such a strategic error vs. a more skilled player? How was your reasoning for this play?

















Hand 10 - C-Bet Bots Prohibited

I shall refrain from ranging this one exactly street by street as SB opening ranges are incredibly wide and we must work on the art of approximating ranges in-game. This is done by roughly sorting hands into categories. The criteria for this sorting include relative hand strength, improvability, showdown value, and more.

When Hero's sees this flop, his first job is to decide upon three options, which we met back in Hand 4
 . Here they are again:


	Range Bet

	Polarised Approach

	Range Check



We now know that these choices depend on the combination of our range and positional advantages or lack thereof. When out of position on the flop, a solver engine will check very frequently. It will do this because it has calculated it's EV against itself in millions of branches of flop, turn and river play and concluded that it has an easier time maximising EV out of position when less money goes into the pot. The in position player has many more options and control over who sees free cards and when and so this result is not surprising.

Nevertheless, checking all of the time seems intuitively bad, and indeed, it gives up far too much in the way of value and fold equity. It lets Villain see a free card whenever he chooses to and surrenders the pot with too many hands that are suited to firing multiple times as bluffs. We should bet polarised here. Although we are out of position, we do have [AJ-AK]
 and Villain usually does not. When Villain calls our c-bet, our value hands will annihilate his range, while our bluffs attempt to make him fold it. Our check/calls are stable and have superb equity vs. his bluffs. Our check/folds are hands that would have polluted our range too much had we bet them, considering again our lack of position and desire for balance.

I'd estimate that about 98% of my newer students bet this hand without thinking. The ones who have worked with me for longer might know better. The key point is that there are lots of flush draws that gain a great deal from betting. 
8h7h

 , for example, loves to bet because via betting, it removes the branch where its pitiful unimproved 8-high heads to showdown. It makes Villain fold Q-High, K-High and 55
 . What makes our bluffing range on this flop so suitable for its task is the EV gain it receives from Villain's folds and this EV gain is down to a lack of showdown value, which our current hand does not have. While check/calling a draw that is void of showdown value, is deplorable, check/calling this draw is fine.

Our hand has a great deal of bluff catching value. By checking we actually put money into this pot against some hands we completely destroy in terms of equity. Perhaps Villain bets with JTo
 as this hand, like an 8-high flush draw, has no showdown value. 
KhTh

 crushes this.

Consider things from a balancing point of view now. If Hero was to never check a flush draw, then he would never have a flush on the 
3h

 turn. Villain would have umpteen flush combos and would have such an unfair uncapped advantage that he could pulverise us with very large bets. By having some flush draws in our check/call range, we not only surprise some ABC regs, who would never dream of making such a play, but we protect ourselves from exploitation and move closer towards an optimised strategy.

It is true that we should bet many of our draws here as a bluff, but this one has a more important role in our overall strategy. It bulks up our checking range and, more specifically, our check/call range beautifully. Our checking range needs all the muscle it can get. We check/fold some very bad hands that we have deemed pollutants to a betting range that must itself stay trimmed.

On the turn, nothing changes and a weaker student thinks in one of the following two awful ways:


	1. "Well, if he was bluffing the flop, he's still bluffing and I thought he was bluffing the flop so I must call again"

	2. "Nothing changes here and this is, therefore, A BAD CARD TO BLUFF, so he isn't bluffing, so let's give up"



These thought processes are so illogical that they fill me with a deep sense of unease. The first assumes unjustifiably that we only called the flop due to some clairvoyance that showed Villain to hold a bluff and that ranges are just static things that can only be affected by board texture changes and nothing else.

The second one makes an enormous leap by doing Villain's thinking for him and actually ascribing a horrible thought process to our opponent, suggesting that just because the turn hasn't changed much, he should never have a bluffing range. How exploitative and face up would this strategy be?

With that aside, here's how we should
 assess our turn decision:


	3. "Our hand still beats bluffs, we have redraws to the nuts when Villain holds his value range, and we are very far up our flop calling range in terms of suitability to call the turn. We must call."



Observe how we end up taking the same line as the student who had thought process 1. We just managed to avoid irrationality in the process. Lines are often correct. Thought processes are usually flawed.

On the turn with no reasonable clue as to Villain's bluffing frequencies, we should call with around 60% of the range we called the flop with. This will make it pretty much irrelevant how much Villain is double barreling and we remain protected until we can figure that out. To fold this hand would constitute an massive overfold and to raise it would be very inconsistent with the rest of our flop check/call range. Raising would also achieve very little given that we are beating most of Villain's bluffs any way.

If you did think like thought process 2 above, your reasoning might have sprung from a perfectly reasonable belief that the population does actually think that blanks should never be bluffed. If you play in that kind of 2007 standard of game, then overfold your range, but be aware of the accuracy of your population reads, and even then, don't fold this hand.

The river is where it gets interesting. Does Hero want some kind of donking range?

No. Almost all of his range is capped mediocre showdown value that can beat bluffs but not value bets. Leading would equate to losing the same amount against a value hand without winning anything from Villain's air in the process. This river is a check with our whole range for this reason.

It is also just plainly higher EV in a vacuum to check/raise rather than lead out. Check/raising wins a lot more from hands like bad flushes and still allows Villain the chance to bluff this river with air. He has a lot of flushes here himself and a range advantage that comes from our own lack of flushes so he should also have a good chunk of triple barrel bluffs. Hero must check/raise his nutted hands, check/call his bluff catchers with the best blockers, and check/fold the rest of the bluff catchers apart from those like 
Kh
 9x
 that now make excellent bluff check/raises.

The final question is sizing. If we are going to mainly bluff raise and value raise with hands that contain the 
Kh

 , then Villain usually cannot have the nuts when we raise. This gives our raising range an uncapped nut advantage over his betting range and allows us to size on the larger side. We don't really need to raise with anything else because the final piece of the jigsaw is that we bet all of our weaker flushes on the flop and didn't make it here with them. Life is simple and sweet. Hero should make a large check/raise here if given the chance.


The Coaches Line: Hero checks and prepares to raise


















Hand 11 - A Rude Awakening

The hands which arise the most frequently are the hands which cripple our win-rate the most if we misplay them. It might sound strange, but the flop and turn decisions are probably more important than the river play in this hand, at least from a long-term educational point of view. On the other hand, there are lessons to be learned from such a river spot, but broader lessons that apply to all of the other streets too whenever a Villain suddenly wakes up and piles obscene amounts of big blinds into the middle.

The only qualm I have about pre-flop is with Hero's extra 2c on top of that min- open. 5NL villains, with the exception of Fish, detest playing out of position without the initiative. I've done extensive population database reviews with students who frequent these limits and we've found that the average Reg folds around 60% BB vs SB and overfolds BB vs BU to an even more extreme extent. They hate calling, so make it nice for them to call. They don't mind playing 3-bet or fold, so make that undesirable. Knock that $0.12 open down to $0.10.

The flop, containing two Q's
 is close to one we can bet all of the time on. Having [TT, QQ, KK, AA, KQ-AQ]
 where Villain usually does not grants us a fair if diluted range advantage. It is fair in the sense that we have 32 nutted combos our opponent should not have very often. It is diluted by the fact that we also happen to have reached the flop with another 600 combos or so on top of this. Range advantage becomes very watered down when Hero has opened from such late position.

This is also a board on which Villain is not short of a value raising range full of Qx
 and where Hero does have quite a lot of medium pot controlling combos such as Tx
 that like to check. This board falls right on the border where range bet and polarised strategies become equally respectable. I don't mind either strategy as long as the range-bet is kept smaller and the polarised bet is larger.

If we choose to be polarised, I prefer to bet a hand with this many good back door draws and unconvincing showdown value, saving the check backs for the Ax
 that has a harder time double barrel bluffing. Hands like AJ
 make better checks due to having healthier showdown potential. There is a counter argument that Hero should keep some hands with backdoor flushes in his checking range so as to not become too capped on flush run outs after checking behind. 
Ac9c

 , under this light, is a nice hand to check back and turn into a bluff on worsening run-outs, heading for showdown on the safer ones. I'm again pretty indifferent to the flop play as another decision that walks the line between two fairly compelling lines.

This turn is one of the aforementioned safe ones and so turning our hand into a bluff is unnecessary. There are combos with less showdown value we'd delayed c-bet bluff with now and these should be hands that block what Villain is most likely to check twice and then call with. These hands are combos such as weak Tx
 and underpairs. Blocking [77-99, T9, T8, T7]
 should be our goal when we delayed c-bet bluff.

We might bet the flop with [J8, 98]
 , but if we do check these hands, they are now prime bluff candidates. Otherwise, [97, 87, K8 etc.]
 will suffice and these bluffs should be balanced with a value range which is mostly Tx
 and the odd overpair. 
Ac9c

 is too far up in our range to bluff despite our flush draw. The draw actually adds strength to our checking range on 
club

 rivers.

Certainly do not bet because: "I have a flush draw". That's not even half a reason and you'll be folding out hands you crush and probably nothing else.

The river is interesting as neither player should have a flush too often after the uneventful action. While we bet most of our backdoor 
club

 draws on the flop, Villain leads the turn with most of his flush draws. If Villain is competent, his range should consist of suddenly nutted hands like 88
 and then some thinner value bets with Tx
 etc. Qx
 would be fairly bizarre given that he didn't lead the turn. Our hand is unquestionably good enough to raise for value. If we make sure we bluff here too sometimes, we can stay balanced and put Villain's Tx
 into discomfort.

When Villain suddenly flips out and makes it 6x our raise, we leave the balanced world for a more exploitative outlook. Villain's line is, far more often than not, the action of a Fish with the nuts. If you looked up all of the times a Fish raised enormously in a small pot, you would find that he held the nuts more than 90% of the time. If you looked up the amount of times a Reg did this, you would not have too many examples, and again they would be value heavy.

This is highly unlikely to be any sort of near balanced strategy or bluff heavy one. The rule in this kind of spot where Villain is not a known maniac is: if you don't beat at least some of the most nutted hands, then fold. Here we beat no full houses and Fish are perfectly capable of slowplaying even QT
 and TT
 all the way down for no apparent logical reason.

This is a very nice example of a spot where player type becomes apparent, not before the hand, but during it. Hero has been given all the information he could possibly need. An experienced player knows full well what he's going to find here upon clicking the call button and it's mostly in the vicinity of [QT, Q4s, Q8s, 44, 88, TT]
 . There is just no reason to risk so much money in a Fish's mind unless that Fish is possessed by one particular vice: greed. The emotions that cause a desperate over-bet bluff are not triggered by the docile small pot in progress.


Summary to the Student:
 Good fold. Remember this exploitative population read for future use, but also don't neglect the more mundane parts of this hand. These are the decisions which recur most frequently and matter the most.

















Hand 12 - Flamboyance

When a hand is Reg vs. Reg, it's usually time to enter the mode where we become familiar with our own range and try to play a sensible overall strategy. This strategy is one that leaves no exploitative holes. There are always population reads, however, and if there's one particularly tempting hole to leave, it's the one you think is hardly ever capitalised on by the average Reg of your poker habitat, and better yet, the one that capitalises on his likely failings.

Our pre-flop 3-bet range is linear due to BB being unknown. Unknowns are usually not passive Fish. Flatting steals out of the SB whenever BB is competent, or even incompetently aggressive, creates a huge strategic problem. Our flatting range would be indefensibly capped and this invites a very lucrative squeeze in the most attractive squeeze position on the table: BB vs SB vs BU. This isn't so grim when we're the uncapped BU raiser, and in position, but as the SB caller, it's untenable.

Hero gets to this flop with [77+, A2s+, K9s+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, 87s, ATo+, KJo+]
 .

Our range advantage resides in the fact that we can have AK
 , KK
 , and AA
 where as Villain cannot. This advantage is not massive, consisting of just 15 combos, but these are concentrated in a range that is only 212 combos instead of, for example, the 600 that we're used to when we open the BU. The strategic choice is a close one between polarising our betting range and range betting, but I'd opt for the latter. Those 8 AK
 combos are a powerful advantage and our mediocre hands like [77-TT]
 gain a lot of protection from c-betting. We keep our sizing small here since the ambition of our range is to protect equity, win the pot air vs. air, or to set up stacks to get all-in either for value or as a bluff. There is no sense in going larger than this. We should perhaps bet less still.

Villain calls and we see another example of a turn card that throws our range advantage right out of the window. AK
 is now as good as KT
 so that's the end of our uncapped advantage. We bet the flop with our whole range where as Villain folded some of his. This leaves us with pitiful hands like 
9h8h

 that our opponent should no longer have. We very often hold Ax
 here - a hand that has absolutely no reason to bet. The times we do have Kx
 , and put two more bets into the middle, we will normally be chopping. Value betting has become much less enticing than it was on the flop.

Range checking has a few nice strategic benefits:


	Firstly, it keeps our checking range totally uncapped and draws another bet from Villain's showdown valueless flop floats, which are mainly flush draws and backdoor draws.

	Secondly, we can still get a second street of value from Ax
 and the likes of 88
 by betting river and getting two more streets is probably ambitious.

	Thirdly, Villain simply has a far more Kx
 than we do now due to the narrowing of his range after we bet the flop and he called.

	Finally, our lack of position, as always, makes building the pot a less enticing proposition since we are forced to act first on the river, thereby allowing Villain far more options than we'd like.



These are general range vs. range considerations. They only apply vs. solid opposition. We'd be betting all of our Kx
 all day long against a passive Fish and would have little concern for our overall strategy.

After we check, Villain's sizing is small. Had he bet a size which threatened stacks by the river, it would be far more likely that he was polarised between Kx
 and bluffs. This sizing, in my experience, opens the door to a third type of hand being in his range. We should expect to encounter three categories of hand here.


	1. The nuts: [K9s-KQs, KTo-KQo]


	2. A protection bet with [77-JJ]


	3. A bluff that floated the flop



The balanced play for Hero is undoubtedly to check/call anything Ax
 or better at least once and fold the river with the bottom end of that range. In reality, I chose the more exploitative line of deploying a polarised raising range. This was based on a couple of exploitative assumptions about the population that I inferred from Villain's somewhat unusual sizing. I entered an exploitative mode upon seeing this sizing and remembering what it most often meant.

The first assumption I made is that 50NL regs tend to be rather unaware of balance in most post-flop situations. It is very common for someone with seemingly solid stats to bet the protection hands much smaller than the polarised parts of their range. A raising range by Hero is a direct reaction to this read and is based on the inference that Villain holds a medium strength hand more frequently than he should if he were balanced.

The second assumption is that if Villain is bluffing the turn for this sizing, then it is indicative of a more placid one and done sort of bluff. If he were planning to attack our stack with a bluff, it is more likely that we'd see the normal larger turn bet that sets up stacks for the river. This leads us to believe Villain is somewhat likely to underbluff the river after choosing this sizing. it follows from this that the EV of check/calling AK
 is less than it should be in a more strategically solid game. The fear is that, far too often, the river will check through and we will win against some pocket pair when we would have made a lot more on average by raising the turn.

I'm very fond of my turn raise. It gives up relatively little against the aware balanced Reg and does a much better job of making money from the more common opponent who has too much TT
 here and is playing his hand in a vacuum. This illustrates the danger of having a common population leak against a thinking player

When Villain calls the turn raise, his range can be narrowed almost exclusively to subgroups 1 and 2 above, which instantly rules out checking the river for Hero. Is there a bet size more profitable than all-in? There is no reason to think so without being able to tunnel into Villain's brain and listen to this thoughts. Shoving the river is the final part of the puzzle and probably the easiest part, but I wanted you to try to figure out what was happening on the earlier streets.

If our population reads are solid, we have taken by far the best line to maximise our EV against a range that is too skewed towards medium strength hands.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $26.25 [all-in]


















Hand 13 - Freshly Squeezed

One extremely common leak that microstakes Regs share is not 3-betting enough. This mistake is generally classifiable in two different ways. The first concerns the student missing the parts of their would-be folding range that should be actually be turned into a bluff where fold equity is high enough to adopt a polarised strategy. The second is neglecting to 3-bet and squeeze against Fish for very thin value, or even just isolation where Hero has position.

This is a pre-flop spot that screams out to be squeezed. AJo
 is in reasonable shape against the fishy Villain's opening range. Playing pots with a 47/18
 is a wonderful thing for our EV, but after this player opens and a Reg calls there are two problems with just calling.

The first is that we will be out of position in a three way pot and will be forced to play in a more fit or fold manner. We'll also flop the best hand less often with one pair than we would heads up.

The second problem is that the Fish's mistakes that lead to such a huge chunk of our win-rate will be diluted by the Reg's presence and Hero will not be the sole beneficiary of these errors.

Squeezing therefore becomes automatic. Our hand grants enough frequent strength to take on the Fish's range in a larger pot and both our red and blue lines soar whenever we get heads up.

Note that BU's range is capped. Any serious player is quick to 3-bet the top hands against a Fish's open for similar reasons to the ones we listed above. BU should be unable to interfere by 4-betting. The Fish is also very unlikely to 4-bet - it is not in his nature. Consequently, Hero should feel comfortable using very large sizing. The less enticing the Reg's pot odds, the better the prospects of getting heads up, or even just winning pre-flop.

I prefer $5.50-$6.00 for these reasons. Remember that a min-open will always leave more money behind and increase everyone's implied odds as well as the power of a positional advantage. We can take steps to counteract this by sizing up.

The flop is awkward and should be considered only in a vacuum. To strategise and balance in a protective way is futile when a Fish is involved and the pot is multi-way. There is very little room for either player to exploit us in this climate and it's very unlikely that either will try. Moreover, the burden of defence when an opponent bets or raises is split between us and the other player and so playing fit or fold is not such a terrible strategy. I can't see a sensible c-bet bluff range for Hero here. We have no gutshots or flush draws since we squeeze a very linear big card heavy range, tending to flat the draw- making hands pre-flop.

The result is that when we bet, we are value betting and targeting the Fish. Betting is almost certainly the most profitable way to invest money into the pot. Check/calling for "pot control" might seem tempting, but we offer two players a free card while investing money in an inferior way. Fish, especially those with large gaps between their VPIP and PFR, call a lot wider than they bet, especially in three way pots.

Hero's sizing is not totally unreasonable, but there is scope for going smaller still. Spade
 draws are not a meaningful part of anyone's range, especially with the As
 and Ks
 on board. Hero's job is to get called by Ax
 and Kx
 , usually by the Fish. Sizing up can therefore only cause harm since it makes both opponent's more likely to fold a worse hand. A size of $6.00 would keep the cost down those times it becomes apparent that we are crushed and need to fold later. A $6.00 bet should also have a similar expectation to Hero's larger size when we do have the best hand. The smaller we bet, the less we make, but also, the weaker the hands we get called by.

Another very common leak my students exhibit is automatically sizing to a certain milestone such as half pot without giving it enough thought, or any thought at all.

When called twice, it is definitely time to stop value betting; blank turn or not. We cannot hope to be in good shape if we invest another bet and get called. [AQ-AK]
 is now firmly in the Fish's range and is far more likely to open from the HJ than [A2-AT]
 . Check/folding should now be fine in the face of a reasonable bet-size. This branch illustrates why we should keep our flop sizing smaller in the first place.

The Fish bets exactly the size we didn't want to see - the one that makes it unclear whether or not we should call. Remember that a Fish will usually not be aware of how large his bet is in relation to the pot. $9.50 is likely to represent a very sizable investment to this player and one he's making in a three way squeezed pot where three people have invested money on the flop. I doubt Hero has the best hand very often at all now, and I doubt that when he does, he will always make it to showdown at no extra cost.

Our Js
 makes flush draws even less likely than they already were from the As
 and Ks
 being on the flop. Note that the Reg has no reason to raise [A7, 77]
 on the flop or the turn due to being in position on a board where draws are near impossible. His range is uncapped and though it shouldn't contain too much [AQ-AK]
 , he can certainly have some nutted holdings. The Fish has [AQ+]
 very frequently now. Overall, the outlook is bleak, but do our pot odds of 6:1 perhaps justify a call?

I don't think so. We are relying on the river checking down and both players holding some worse Ax
 . The Fish probably doesn't open all that many of those in the first place, especially not the offsuit variants. When he bets the turn, these hands become even less likely. The Reg can have a worse Axs
 but how often? He has called a squeeze.

I would fold the turn, but would not expect many of my students to find this play. The forecast suggests that we will lose this pot 90% of the time or more.

If the turn was a fold, the river is an absolute piece of cake. I hope that you didn't recommend a call here for my student? I don't want them to go broke; how would they pay for lessons?

The Reg's range is probably 98% value hands since the river is draw completing and we are still three ways with a weaker player involved where money has gone in on every street. [77, QsTs, Ts9s, 9s8s, 8s7s]
 is a likely betting range for BU.

The main lesson here is that multiway pots containing weaker players promote honesty and make vacuum hand reading much more appropriate and accurate. This allows Hero to make very unbalanced plays (mainly folds), which he could not get away with in heads up pots against aggressive opposition. This hand was a fine lesson in relative vs. absolute hand strength. AJ
 here amounted to little more than a bluff catcher against bluffless ranges from the turn onwards. Even phenomenal pot odds cannot rectify such a hopeless situation.


Summary to the Student:
 Folding turn is a very sensible yet hard to spot idea. Folding river is mandatory. Did you really think the river was an interesting decision point?

















Hand 14 - Gasping for Air

If you have read chapter 6 of TGM, you might remember the three reasons to call a pre-flop open:


	1. Sufficient hand strength relative to opener's range.

	2. Implied Odds.

	3. Pot odds make calling higher EV than folding.



Since our hand is in rather poor shape against a CO opening range with just 35% equity against the top 30% of hands, we are not calling for reason 1. Out of position, and against a rather wide range, our implied odds cannot be fantastic even for this price. The reason for this call is, therefore, that our pot odds set us a very lenient post-flop goal. Though we cannot apply required equity directly here, being so far from showdown with a thousand obstacles in the way, this number can be used in a synthetic comparison exercise. Our required equity here if we were going all in for $0.70 would be 26%.

We can imagine a hypothetical simplified world where we win the pot as it stands on the flop 26% of the time and Villain takes it the other 74%. Never does any betting nor raising occur. Is the actual world better or worse than this alternative reality? That is our key question for estimating how good calling will be in a vacuum.

The good news is that this hand is relatively live and safe from reverse implied odds that would commonly afflict a holding such as A6o
 . Our hand is actually far more playable than A6o
 with more nut potential and semi-bluffing options. Moreover, Villain's range is wide and although this cuts our implied odds, it boosts our fold equity when we float or bluff raise flops. Implied odds and fold equity are almost always inversely proportionate to one another.

It seems that calling is the best choice pre-flop. Without reads, I would begin with a mixed 3-bet range in this situation. This range will take it's lighter 3-bets from the calling range rather than the would be folding range as we have seen in a polarised strategy. The reason for rejecting a polarised strategy right away here is a modern shift towards Regs flatting more and more against 3-bets in position and a 50NL tendency for rampant 4-bet bluffing, which is fueled by the 50NL cocktail of aggression and poor range building skills. I'd rather not 3-bet Q6s
 until I have a read that fold equity is higher than average. Sadly, gone are the days of the widespread 60% fold to 3-bet stat.

Villain's flop bet looks suspiciously like a range-bet and so it should be. This board is one on which he has a sizable range advantage from the CO when we have declined the invitation to 3-bet pre-flop. Villain's position seals the deal and makes a small bet with his whole range defensible. Against range- betting, or even just likely range-betting, I advise deploying an aggressive raising strategy facing BU and, to a slightly lesser extent, CO openers. Allow me to explain why:

When Villain bets very wide here, his range will contain a lot of medium strength hands. The less polarised his betting range, the more he suffers from facing raises and the more Hero gains by raising. Hero's better top pairs can get value from a whole mass of medium strength holdings and it's easier to fold out better hands when Villain's range is less polarised. This makes a polarised raising approach by Hero fine, but that's far from the most common way he'll defend this flop. A value raising range of [99, 33, J9, AJo, KJ*, QJ*]
 will contain 36 combos where the asterisk denotes a 50% raising frequency. This frequency helps Hero protect his calling range to the c-bet with some bigger top pairs.

36 value combos will leave room for no more than 54 bluffs if we are to follow the guideline of 1.5:1 on the flop where our bluffs have some reasonable improvability. The next question is: should 87
 with no backdoor flush draw qualify as one of these bluffs? If we raise with [QT*, Q8*, T8*, KQ*, KT*, 87*, T7s, 43s]
 we reach a sensible bluff raising range of 55 combos. 43s
 makes a fine bluff raise due to it's poor showdown value and five outs to improve (more than a gutshot). Again, by splitting our straight draws up; raising sometimes and calling other times, we create a solid strategy where we can have the nuts on all straight making run outs regardless of whether we've called or raised the flop.

So is 87o
 a raise this time or not? It depends upon the time on the clock; which dog is lying on the rug; the temperature of the tea in the mug. In other words, use something to randomise whether or not you raise these combos here. Random number generators are perhaps a more reliable tool. This time the tea was cold, and I called. I could easily have raised and there would have been no room for criticism. Now onto the turn.

Now on to the river for the turn was boring. If there's one thing we can say about it though, it's that Villain's range is now capped and our gutter is going to fire a large polarised bet on the river unless of course, it makes a pair, or better yet, a straight.

Our hand is effectively the nuts on this river card. Note that Q8s
 is just 3 combos which may have bet the turn and KQ
 is incredibly likely to have done just that. Villain should very rarely have the nuts.

As we have no idea how wide Villain is likely to bluff catch here, we should revert to balance. The first hurdle to acknowledge is that we cannot have much air in our own range, and therefore, betting big would allow Villain a very profitable strategy of overfolding his range.

Every gutshot we floated that flop with either made a nutted hand or has been dissuaded from bluffing due to the appearance of showdown value. if we have any bluffs here at all, they must be a small scattering of [A3, K3s, 66]
 (21) that has dropped too severely in showdown value to check and lose to hands Villain might well fold. On the other hand, our value range is a sturdy [TT, KJ*, QJ*, JT, T9, KQ*, 87*, Q8*]
 (57 combos).

The next task is to tackle the math. We must seek to equalise Villain's RE and our bluffing percentage. Our ratio of bluffs to value was 21:57 which means that we are bluffing just 21/78 times = 27%
 . We should have a feel that the bet-size that demands this much equity from Villain is just under two thirds of the pot. Learning an RE milestone table such as the one in TGM will help immensely with building your own ranges and finding balanced strategies.

In the future, when we find out how much Villain enjoys bluff catching various sizes in this spot, we can alter our sizing accordingly in an exploitative way, but for now, betting somewhere between half pot and two thirds pot will be fine. One very sizable mistake I see the population make in Hero's shoes is to bet very large with a range that is almost entirely value hands. This makes folding 100% of bluff catchers a great exploitative reaction by Villain.


The Coaches Line: Hero bets $3.15


















Hand 15 - Fortune Reversal

This hand serves as an important lesson in forming player type reads in the absence of relevant stats or stack size clues. The key to making such a read here lies fully in our interpretation of Villain's line and that begins as early as pre-flop.

How often do you min-open the SB? I hope it's confined to hyper-exploitative situations where Villain is known to overfold and rarely defends by flatting. The fact is that a min-raise from out of position makes it clearly better for BB to call than to fold with almost all of the hands he can be dealt. In choosing this raise size then, Villain makes our life very easy and does our red line a service since we can now get away with hardly ever folding.

Clearly, Villain has no read that Hero is such a huge Nit and so there is no reason to think that the min-raise is a good idea. Villain is, therefore, very likely to be a Fish or very poor Reg based on this information alone. This read will become more and more important as we move through the hand.

Hero's flat call with JTo
 is fine, though it may surprise some readers to learn that I think it's close between calling and 3-betting. A wide linear 3-bet range is an excellent weapon when in position against weaker players. Fish are much less likely to 4-bet and are inclined to flat and then play poorly from out of position post-flop. This makes Hero's lack of equity vs. Villain's calling range much less relevant as we are so far from showdown and have three more streets to outplay our weaker opposition and to use our superior position. Having two playable cards is really all we need.

The fact that Hero cannot be certain yet of Villain's player type persuades me to forgive Hero's pre-flop call, but against a known 45/19 with a 60% fold to c-bet stat, I'd 3-bet this min-open in a heartbeat.

Onto the flop where our player type read is reinforced. How would you, as a serious poker player, approach this flop out of position? I would certainly be using the polarised flop strategy and sizing up since my value range craves its value urgently and my bluffs are often rich in equity and interested in applying a lot of pressure to one pair hands.

Villain's sizing is a theoretical mistake on this wet of a texture. He should be checking a lot of his range here: to either give up or pot control. Overpairs are far from nutted and the deeper stacks cause him a lot more trouble when out of position with marginal hands. His betting range should be quite snug, polarised, and sizing larger than this. It becomes even more likely that Villain is a Fish of some sort and I'm leaning towards the passive variety now after his timid sizing over the first two streets.

Hero's flop raise is excellent. It is now very desirable to apply pressure with a fairly polarised raising range of our own, though we will want to raise quite wide for value against this small sizing. Villain is far less likely to have an uncapped range at this point and Hero can brutalise mediocre strength hands by raising with both value hands and decent draws like this one. Flush draws, sets, two pair and even a hands like K9-A9
 are probably fine to raise now for value and protection against what is quite likely to be a capped range from a weaker Villain. By making this raise with JTo
 , we shall win the pot far more often. We have also built a much larger pot for the times we get there and our opponent is not in the mood to fold.

Hero's turn sizing is also fine. We might want to refrain from smashing in a pot-sized bet since this card makes all one pair hands a lot more likely to fold. Hero has the nuts, but he's not just targeting 6x
 , which should in fact be a fairly small percentage of a Fish's SB opening range. Fish generally prefer to complete in the SB with low cards than to raise. We can discount nutted hands for Villain and exploitatively focus more on his medium strength holdings that have now been weakened further by the texture.

The river is probably the most interesting decision point in the hand. Until now, my student's play has impressed me. This is a card we certainly did not want to see, but desires are unwanted thoughts in poker. It is now our duty to wipe away any automatic sense of disappointment and assess the spot like the EV robot we strive to become. Some students freak out now, suffering from an ailment I call "fortune reversal tilt". It is imperative that we stay just as focused and logical as we were when we held the nuts.

Fortunately, our position gets us off the hook somewhat as there is no need to assess the EV of various checking branches. If we had to decide to call or fold after checking, then betting might be best even with less than 50% equity when called. That's to say that a bet could be the best line even if it were not strictly for value due to being an improvement over the alternatives of check/fold and check/call. In position, the situation can be almost entirely reduced the one question: is value betting better than checking? The definition of a good value bet in TGM is a bet that yields better than 50% against Villain's calling range, but there is one caveat to this rule.

We should probably accept that, if we bet, we're bet/folding, and although we will not get raised off of the best hand too often, it will happen some non-zero amount of the time. Lets be more conservative and raise our equity target up to 55% when called. This will account for the rare times when we're unlucky enough to have run into a Fish who has two pair etc. but decides to "rep the flush". It's now time to experiment with Villain's range.

Flush draws are unfortunately very likely hands to play this way and we shouldn't discount any combos of them that are likely to open pre-flop. Our 
Jd

 will naturally reduce these somewhat and make value betting a more enticing prospect than it would be without a blocker. The 
Ad

 is also a relatively friendly flush card to see on the river since a lot of Villain's flush draws would have been ace-high.

We should give an opponent we deem to be Fishy some combos of two pair and all of his 6x
 when he calls our river bet. A Reg may not call this wide, which is why our player type read is so crucial all the way through the hand. Let's design a range that the average passive Fish will continue to our river bet and see if we can reach 55% equity against it.

Have a look at this range:


[AA, 66-77, A9s, A6s, KdQd
 , Kd9d-KdTd
 , Kd6d
 , Qd9d-QdTd
 , Qd6d-Qd7d
 , JTs, Td9d
 , Td7d
 , 9d7d
 , 76s, 65s, A9o]


This estimate gives Villain the main flushes that do not contain the 
Ad

 or the 
Jd

 for these cards are impossible. I have not included garbage suited combos like 
9d2d

 as these are very unlikely to have raised pre-flop. We can see that, in reality, there are not so many flush combos here at all. It is hard enough to make a flush at the best of times, but when two of the highest diamonds are blocked, it becomes even more difficult.

I have made the assumption that while some Fish will call very loosely here with all two-pair, others will not, given the scary run-out. I've included just top two pair to create a happy medium between these two types of Fish (timid and stationy). I have made the read that most Fish will call with a 6x
 hand and have included only those 6x
 likely to have opened pre-flop.

I have also decided that the average Fish will absolutely play sets of AA
 and 77
 this way, but would likely have taken a more aggressive flop line with a flopped set. Finally, I've given Villain JTs
 , but not JTo
 as the turned nuts will very often raise there and then on such a wet texture.

Overall, Hero has a promising 70% equity against such a range and should therefore have found a value bet on the river.

The clues are all there as to Villain's player type, but they are not easy to find unless we pay close attention to his line. This player type read allowed us to assert with confidence that a value bet/fold line on the river should be highest EV as long as we keep our sizing within the realms that the weaker hands in the above range can commonly call. I would go around half pot here due to the thinness of the value bet.

Finally, always take note of the flush making cards that are blocked either by Hero's hand or by the board. When multiple high flush making cards are unavailable, the combos of flushes will be significantly reduced.


Summary to The Student:
 Well played on the first three streets, but you've likely overestimated the amount of flushes in Villain's range or not noticed that he's likely to be a weaker player. You can value bet this river.

















Hand 16 - Suitability

I recommend a 3BB open from the SB against unknown Regs at these stakes. At 10NL I recommend a 2.5BB open. The difference? The competence of each population in flatting enough in this spot. When a 10NL Zoom student sifts through his database, it is not uncommon for him to find an abundance of Regs who fold 60% or more in the BB facing a SB steal. This represents a very profitable widespread population weakness. Regs who have made it to the 50NL Zoom pool in the modern day have typically ironed out this leak. As we've seen before in this book, we want to go smaller against populations and player types who don't flat enough and larger where they flat too much, making it worse for them to do the expected.

On the flop, it is not unreasonable to polarise, but betting a merged range for a smaller size brings some great protection themed benefits. From my sizing, it looks as though I have opted for the polar betting strategy here. Polarised betting strategies call for larger sizing than range bet strategies due to the more nutted nature of Hero's value range and higher quality of his bluffs. Two thirds pot is my norm here when playing in this way.

While there is no problem with check/calling some more stable overpairs here and some 8x
 , it is mandatory to bet for value immediately with JJ
 especially without a 
club

 . The hands that generate less protection by betting such as 
Ac
 Ax
 and 
Ac
 8x
 are far better check/calls since they give up less EV by giving a free card.

Polarised betting strategies call for larger sizing than range bet strategies due to the more nutted nature of Hero's value range and higher quality of his bluffs. Two thirds pot is my norm here when playing in this way.

When raised on the flop, there is no other option than to call. We cannot be folding our flop value range readless. We have plenty of weak draws and overcard combos that want to fold and so this hand must be one we choose to continue with, at least for now. It has plenty of showdown value and many bluffs such as straight draws will have no overcards to it. Hero is advised, in the absence of information, against a seemingly competent opponent, to play his range.

Villain is risking $6.00 to win $5.00, which gives him a raw RFE of 55%. Hero's aim is not to prevent Villain from profitably raising a powerhouse combo draw, but simply to prevent him from bluff raising exploitatively wide. If we can make a hand like KQo
 an unprofitable raise, then we are protecting our range in a satisfactory manner. As KQo
 has some equity vs. our calling range, we can adjust Villain's RFE downwards by 5-10% and aim to fold 45-50% of our betting range. This forces JJ
 into calling wherever we want to be remotely balanced.

The turn is not, as many students succumb to thinking, a guessing game as to whether Villain has it this time. It is also not an opportunity for the clairvoyance of "I do/don't believe him". Rather, it is a simple exercise in the awareness of our own range with a pinch of population reads to complete the thought process. Villain's sizing is suspiciously small, but we'll return to what we think that indicates in this population a little later.

For, now the mission is to prevent Villain from profitably betting that KQo
 again. This time Villain's RFE is only 33% and we should see that clearly as he has chosen such a round number to bet in relation to the pot. This time the adjustment we make to Villain's RFE is less as there are fewer cards to come and KQo
 is drawing dead much more often now against Hero's range. We will aim to fold here 30% of the time if we want to remain balanced. So is JJ
 in the bottom 30% of our range?

It very much depends upon what that means and this is where a lot of students go wrong. The hands we should call again with are not the top 30% in terms of showdown value. This would only be a reliable guide if Villain was raising flop and betting turn with a bizarre depolarised range that could contain K8
 or 99
 . In this kind of strange world, JJ
 would win more often than 99
 , but this is probably not the case here since almost all Regs will be very polarised at this point in the hand. This means Villain's betting hands will either be far ahead of both 99
 and JJ
 or comfortably behind both them both.

The attributes of a hand that become very important for Hero when selecting his bluff catchers on the turn are in fact:


	Improvability when behind

	Blockers to Villain's value range.



Compare and contrast 
Ac
 8x
 to JJ
 . Which is the better call in these respects?

It's not even close. JJ
 loses this contest hands down. What worse hands are there in Hero's flop calling range than JJ
 when we consider things in this light? [TT]
 is worse, but there are not too many others. Hero's range has improved greatly on this turn card. Flush draws have all got there and pairs like [66-77]
 , which might have bet the flop for protection are now better calls than JJ
 against a polarised range. JJ
 no 
club

 blocks nothing useful whatsoever and has just two outs when behind.

We can confidently assert that this is not a suitable hand, with which to call the turn. Having higher absolute hand strength is mostly irrelevant where Villain's betting range is likely to be polarised. JJ
 no club is a fold in a sensible balanced strategy even to this sizing.

Now back to the exploitative world. What do we think about the population's range when they bet so small in a spot in which we would normally expect to see large sizing? I think it weights Villain's range away from bluffs. It is, in my experience, far more common for an ABC Reg who can think only in a vacuum to size down with a very big hand when the board gets scary rather than to bluff this size. For this reason Hero should consider overfolding the turn which pushes no 
club

 even further into our folding range. Villain might be balanced, here, but let's face it, 50NL Regs are not generally strong players and are likely to be unbalanced fairly often. If there is an imbalance it is usually towards value in this sort of spot.


The Coaches Line: Hero Folds


















Hand 17 - An Educational Train Wreck

I approve very much of the pre-flop sizing. The average tight player at 10NL is likely to make the nitty mistake of folding far too often against this size due to a discomfort in playing out of the blinds, even in position. I call this Villain an unknown in the hand history, but note that from this sample, he is unlikely to be someone who flats a lot.

I hope you found Hero's flop line problematic. This is close to the most suitable hand in Hero's range to check. It has not only mediocre showdown value that craves a smaller pot, but also a small flush card that makes any turn at least reasonable for Hero when he check/calls the flop, or when the flop checks through.

When considering matters from a balancing perspective, we first determine the rough shape of our subranges and then delegate the most suitable hands to each task. When out of position, we should be aware by now that a slight range advantage does not compensate for a positional disadvantage and so the option of betting everything is unlikely to be the best one.

On monotone textures this one, our range advantage is even less than usual. The reason is that on a more innocuous flop such as A33r
 , the fact that we have hands like [AJ-AK]
 and Villain does not at least constitutes quite a nutted advantage, all be it a diluted one where just 36 combos out of 550 or so function in this way. On the monotone board in question, these hands are not even close to nutted and have much less equity on average even when they're ahead. The potential nutted combos are of course ones like [Qs7s]
 and these are equally weighted in both players ranges.

Add this to our position and it becomes clear. The overall situation is a more favourable one for Villain than for Hero and this should persuade us to adopt a more polarised betting strategy. We should consequently be checking medium strength hands and saving the first seats in the check/call train for medium strength hands with flush draws to boot. We want to be protected on all turns.

The novice bets here because of "the pair and the flush draw", but that is not even half of a reason. It is, in fact, a way of satisfying the brain with some kind of poker related thoughts while missing the factors that really matter. Students do this all the time because creating some kind of thought process feels better than admitting: "I have no idea what to do."

Sure, Hero has enough equity when called to value bet. Of course betting is +EV, but is it the best line? Certainly not. By checking we put money in against a far weaker range than we do by betting and the best part of all is that we never get raised, which is a disaster for weak top pair plus weak draw.

If you find yourself using incomplete vague thought processes like the one above, then accept it: you have a lot of work to do. Take notes, keep a learning journal, write down why things are a good or a bad idea and what factors are relevant in different common spots. One day my student will look back on this flop line and realise just how far he's come.

Having made a large strategic mistake on the flop, Hero compounds it further by betting again on the turn. Value is now very close to running out. Just as 1 x 1 does not equal 2, a bad draw and a lousy pair do not combine to make a good hand. In fact, the combination of these two poor attributes demands a smaller pot. Check/calling the turn would be perfectly acceptable. There is no value or protection to be gained by betting, and again, being raised is horrible as it constitutes the end of the hand - or at least it should have.

Villain does not seem like an aggressive player and we are in a game where the population does not bluff raise enough on the turn. This is a fold. It is sad that we squandered our hand's merit vs. Villain's range by investing our money in the wrong way, but that does not justify a call. All post-flop decisions have thus far been a disaster, but the analysis does not stop there. How did you rate Hero's river line as played?

If you were quick to denounce it as spew that is only likely to get called by better hands, I don't blame you. I hate this line against the average Reg, especially as part of an unbalanced strategy as Hero is likely to get massacred by a strategy that never calls with worse. In poor old Hero's defence, there are two ways one could argue that this is okay.


	Villain is an unknown 20/10 and these stats will often turn out to represent the tighter more passive variety of Fish. While this makes Hero's turn play even worse, it could be an argument for the river bet. Such a Villain will rarely bluff raise the river as this would require that he takes a set or two pair and decides to try to make Hero fold exactly a weak flush. Moreover, a weak player may even call this bet with two pair or a set, unaware that Hero will literally never have a worse hand.

	The other realm in which this is fine is against someone balanced, or very good and only if we balance it properly. The reason that this sizing equates to a reasonable river line is twofold:



Firstly, Hero is facing a very uncapped range which makes having large sizing undesirable.

Secondly, Hero should have almost no air now at all given the way the hand played out. This means that his sizing when he holds a value hand like KsKx
 , which undoubtedly does want to lead, needs to be smaller if Villain is to have any decision with a bluff catcher. In this strategy, we'd be leading our whole range and could find an optimal strategy in doing so as long as we keep sizing small and did the same thing with the nuts.

I can't think of a better way of playing the nuts. If we checked, Villain could use his positional advantage to show down most worse hands since he too will have plenty of showdown value, though a perfectly balanced opponent would bet as a bluff now with JT
 and two-pair if he had it.

With respect to the student, it is highly unlikely that his thought process followed these lines. More likely was a desire to make a blocking bet in order to avoid having to either check/fold or check/call. If Villain were more clearly a passive Fish, I'd accept this plan, but in reality there is a very meaningful amount of the time that Villain is capable of hand reading. Where this is the case, he is likely to exploit Hero by never calling with worse and possibly turning some weaker hand into a bluff very occasionally.

It is likely that Hero's range at this point is nothing but mediocre flushes and that is not a reasonable strategy without a better read. As played, just check/fold the river. You'll save a lot of money vs. a population who are not good enough to ever bet anything worse or bad enough to call anything worse against your bet.


Summary to The Student:
 Overall, this hand was an utter mess. Congratulations. These are the hands you make the most progress by analysing.

















Hand 18 - Where are my Bluffs?

While flatting from the SB is something to be avoided against aggressive populations, especially in late position battles, it becomes completely fine when the pot goes multiway and/or contains Fish. Implied odds increase, fold equity with a 3-bet (squeeze) decreases, and the chance of being squeezed drops significantly. This hand is thriving in these pre-flop conditions as two factors are present: great pot odds and a multi-way pot. Nut flushes generally make a lot more money when there are multiple opponents who could have made that worse flush.

Note that the BB is not fully stacked, which makes us even happier. Smaller stacks are generally weaker players and weaker players flat pre-flop a lot more than they 3-bet. They squeeze even less often.

The flop is interesting. I am going to call my line a mistake. Let us investigate why.

Developing a leading range of value hands, semi-value/semi protection hands, and semi-bluffs is great on lower boards in three-way pots, especially ones that are played CO vs. BU vs. BB, or some other late position mixture. This works well as fold equity is reasonable three way, and in late position, pre-flop ranges are wider. The low board part is based on the fact that Hero needs to protect his equity. Protection becomes a much more profitable reason to bet when the pot is multi-way and there is likely to be a wider assortment of overcards drawing live should they see a free turn.

This spot is quite different from the above archetype, however. We are four-way, which reduces fold equity considerably. Secondly, the board is higher and so Hero has less of a need to lead with top pair type hands for protection. Note that protection refers to making a bet with what is very often the best hand with the main purpose of denying equity to hands that should
 fold. Betting top pair and getting called by a draw is not protection at all - if anything this is a thin value bet. The point is that KJ
 would not need to protect its equity as much on this texture as 99
 would on 775r
 .

Since fold equity is poor here, Hero gains a lot less EV from trying to win the pot right here, right now. We are going to have to rely more on making our hand than on fold equity, or to use a term you might recall from TGM: chasing. When we choose to chase
 a draw, we are not calling to frequently win the pot later via fold equity. In fact, most of the time, we are not going to win the pot at all since nine-out flush draws do not usually get there. Therefore, we desire as small a price as possible in order to increase the EV of the chase.

The conclusion is that our lead would be fine were the conditions a little different, but in this situation, check/calling is the better line. Check/calling eliminates the branch where we get raised; a branch that hurts our implied odds by increasing our chase price considerably.

A second point to check/calling the flop and avoiding raises is that it allows for the maximum number of Fish to continue with inferior hands and draws that might fold if the flop sees two bets before they have a chance to invest anything. Since fold equity is so poor, abandoning it for the line that maximises the EV of a fit or fold strategy is desirable.

As played, we have no choice but to call this flop raise. The price is reasonable and there is still a very poor player to act. Our implied odds are not totally ruined yet, though this is certainly not the branch we wanted to find ourselves on.

The turn is where things become quite awkward. Now that we are Reg vs. Reg, balance is suddenly on the menu. This is the best possible branch for us after we call the flop and HJ folds, and yet, it seems like it is very difficult to get value. Our range appears very strong now having led four-way and then called a raise. How could we possibly hold anything that could come close to a bluff? If this is the case, how can we come close to finding any sort of balanced strategy?

First, let's understand what an exploitable and bad approach might look like. If we were to check/raise only flushes, that would be completely unbalanced towards value, and worse still, in a spot where it looks to the average Reg like we can't really be bluffing. If we were to lead out with our flushes and nothing else, we would run into the same problem. Are there any hands at all that we could bluff with now?

Since I wouldn't call the flop raise with KQs
 or worse, I can't turn any one pair into a bluff. I could have KTs
 , but bluffing that now seems crazy when it has so much showdown value. I say this because Villain should rarely have a flush after raising flop and checking turn. Our blockers aside for a minute, most Regs will simply call the flop lead with a draw when there is still a Fish in the pot as they favour implied odds to trying to attack our somewhat scary looking leading range.

Do we play QJs
 that is not clubs this way on the flop? Probably not; calling this flop raise on a two tone board is problematic as two of our outs now make us a non-nutted hand on a terrifying texture.

Let's face it, we really can't be bluffing now. Since balance is a concern, we have two options:

1. We could adopt a leading range using very small sizing. The correct size would make Villain indifferent to calling with sets for pot odds + implied odds. This small bet would protect our equity and get value where Villain is still drawing live. We are not fond of the branch where we check and Villain gets to take a free card with a bunch of 10 out hands. I like this line a lot.

2. We could check and call a bet. The problem with this idea is the one mentioned above where the in-position Villain grabs free cards. Moreover, when we check, club rivers could kill our action from sets.

When our range is this strong, we should accept that, against reasonable opposition, we are very unlikely to get value from anything worse than two-pair and should resort to targeting the hands that can still invest money into the pot. They will not do this if we check, so we should develop a leading range.

This hand is not simple to solve on the turn and the ugly nature of the spot reaffirms the idea that we have misplayed our range earlier.

Now what about sizing? If we pot it with an airless, nutted range, we shall achieve nothing but getting stacked where we hold a K-high flush and Villain has the nuts. Our sizing must be small enough that a hand like TT
 has a real decision to make. Just under half pot should achieve this without making Villain's full house mine profitable. Villain will have required equity (ignoring implied odds for now) of 25% facing a bet of $9.00. His sets have 10 outs from 46 unknown cards which is 22% equity. If we lose relatively little on board pairing rivers, then this should be fine. Calling turn will not be too good nor too bad for Villain when he holds a set.

This small lead is as close as we'll get to balance in this spot and is the only solid option I can see.

The Coaches Line: Hero bets $8.00
















Hand 19 - Don't Trip Up

Hero makes a common minor pre-flop mistake in this hand. In TGM Chapter 2, I describe a modified CO opening strategy entitled: "When the BU's a Nit". Effectively, extreme tightness in the seat in front of him, propels Hero to a kind of pseudo BU seat. Since my student's open will get 3-bet or flatted by BU so infrequently, he has mostly just the SB and BB to worry about. The required adjustment is a widening of our opening range and a reduction in sizing; just as if we were on the actual BU.

The above reasoning suggests that the range BU sees the flop with is likely to be more defined than that of the average Reg. I'd expect mainly to see [22-TT]
 , suited broadways and perhaps some hands like [KQo, AJo, AQo]
 that many looser players would 3-bet here. There are a few general player type reads that we should be aware of before we go too much further into the hand:


	Nits are unlikely to stab as wide as they should if we check. This reduces the EV of check/call lines that would work well against more aggressive competition.

	Nits will fold more by the river making all of our value-bets a bit thinner. We may need to bet twice instead of three times with hands that could be clear triple barrels for value against active regs.

	Nits will bluff very rarely, especially on the river and as the pot grows larger. They also tend to value bet less thinly making later street betting and raising ranges quite nutted.



Against a solid, balanced or aggressive Villain, we'd be checking this flop frequently. JTo
 could even qualify as a check/call with the intention of catching triple barrel bluffs. The hand is suitable for this role against someone more active because it is one of the weakest Jx
 we are likely to hold and therefore performs less well as a triple barrel value bet than KJ
 , for example.

Read 3 above rules out this seemingly attractive choice on the grounds that the vast majority of Villains with these stats will almost never bet three times with any thing worse than our hand. JT
 definitely seems like a fold to the third bet against this player, which should put Hero off embarking on a passive line.

Betting is most straightforward and also best. Villain is liable to call wider than he will stab as read 1 indicates. [T9s, 98s, QTs, TT, 88, 77, 66]
 are more likely to invest money should we bet than should we check, and since we beat these hands, we must bet.

Just as it becomes completely fine to retreat into vacuum thinking against Fish, this approach works fine against Nits too. The pattern is the same: Villain has a particular face-up leak, which we seek to exploit.

The turn should be considered in the same light as the flop. My student's plan of check/calling this turn should now should jump out at you as a mistake. Let's break Villain's range into three parts.


	Worse made hands such as pocket pairs and T9s
 . These are still more likely to invest money by calling than by betting.

	
Jx
 . This will invest money regardless of whether we bet or check and we are crushed by all of Villain's likely Jx
 . It therefore hardly matters what line we take vs. this part of his range.

	Draws and floats. The only conceivable reason to check/call instead of betting would be to target hands like QTs
 and KQ
 , but these are not so likely to prefer fold equity to a free card in the hands of the average Nit. They are also not very combinatorially abundant parts of his range.



Overall, I much prefer a turn bet from Hero.

As played, starting the river with a check is mandatory, but we should now feel very queasy about calling a bet. This is a classic case of what I call "airless range". If Villain played the flop and turn this way with any non-made hands at all then they were almost certainly [QTs, KTs, KQo]
 . These hands have just transformed into something nutted, or something too strong in showdown value to consider bluffing. Hero's fold looks essential.

Of course a more balanced opponent should adapt to this no air problem in two ways:


	Firstly he would turn some lowly showdown value hands like TT
 into a bluff.

	If bluffs were in obvious short supply in his range, then an aware Villain would size down to make our option to fold less automatically correct.



We can rest assured that very few Nits are thinking in these ways and that this player type has an almost exclusively value filled range when he bets this river. Our hand is simply a bluff catcher against a bluffless range.

The main lesson here is to make sure that you are deviating from balanced play and finding spots to fold or call more than is balanced against weaker player types, depending on the flavour of the weaker player. We don't usually refer to Nits as 'Fish' for clarity purposes, but both opponents call for a lunge away from balance into whatever exploitative line is warranted by our opponent's tendencies.


Summary to The Student:
 Mostly a solid hand, but you'll want to review your turn play. Check/calling the turn would be fine to balance against someone good and fine to bluff catch against someone too aggressive, but this is the wrong Villain type for this line.

















Hand 20 - Polar Bear

As the title indicates, this is a spot that calls for a polar 3-betting game. While Villain could still turn out to be a card dead standard Reg, the chances are that he is on the tighter side. We must not treat him as an unknown due to a small sample size, lest we fall into the trap of information neglect
 . Let us define this term.

Imagine I had a coin that was slightly biased to land on heads and did so 56% of the time. I offered you an even money bet on the flip of this coin and you wagered $100. You'd have to be an idiot to select tails and just as silly to choose at random. To treat this 19/10
 like an unknown due to it being "early days" is to randomly determine whether you want heads or tails in my coin game (perhaps by flipping an unbiased coin first). In other words: it's to turn down an edge.

So we assume that a player with these stats is, on average, more likely to overfold to 3-bets than to call or 4-bet a lot. The natural response, of which the reader should be well aware, is to polarise our 3-bet range, using hands that lie just on the borderline between good enough to flat and not good enough to flat as the first candidates for bluffing. The idea is to defend the maximum amount of combos without:


	Squandering the EV of good calling hands by turning them into bluffs vs. someone who folds a lot to 3-bets.

	Bluffing too many combos and ruining our long term fold equity and therefore the EV of our strategy.



On this analysis, 97s
 is surely borderline. I am not at all opposed to the claim that this hand is just a call, and weaker hands still should fill the role of a bluff. If we end up 3-betting slightly wider than balanced and dip slightly into the bottom of our flatting range from time to time, then it won't be a major issue. Very often this player will turn out to have hardly any 4-bet range and overfold massively so I find my cursor gravitating towards to the raise button wherever the hand is borderline.

In 2-bet pots, I often tell my students not to range-bet out of position unless the board is bone dry. The positional disadvantage usually outweighs what is a diluted and modest range advantage. In 3-bet pots, however, Hero's range advantage becomes a lot more concentrated as [QQ+]
 makes up a more relevant part of his range. Even Nits will usually find a 4-bet here pre-flop with huge pocket pairs.

There is simply no need for a checking range in this c-bet opportunity spot. Checking any hand at all carries with it some undesirable and easily avoidable consequences:


	Checking hands that are currently best but require protection sacrifices EV.

	We end up giving up some air to balance our showdown value checks thereby losing pots that we simply win very often from a tight opponent by c-betting.

	We are forced to guess whether to bluff catch turns with hands like AK
 and AQ
 , which are the closest thing to a check in our flop range.



Betting everything just has no comparable downside and so we proceed in this manner, waiting until the turn before we split up our range.

We shall begin our turn analysis from a balanced point of view and then look at how we might adjust this for Villain's seemingly tight nature. There are two potential strategies available now.

The first option is to range check the turn as it does very little for all of the air that we c-bet on the flop. Since Villain would have folded a reasonable amount of his air on the flop, Hero has more terrible hands than Villain on this turn. Another reason for range checking would be that our overpairs, which previously granted us a range advantage powerful enough to outweigh our lack of position, have been weakened. Tx
 is very firmly a part of Villain's range and given the polarised nature of Hero's 3-bet strategy, Hero's Tx
 are limited and confined to dominated ones such as T7s
 .

One problem with the range check approach is what to do with hands with re-draw equity and no showdown value such as this one, which would rather not check/call. If we range check, we are forced to check/raise them, and due to the pot size, this will be a shove. I think this line is an absolutely fine way to play these hands in a vacuum, but again our polarised pre-flop range comes back to haunt us strategically. How would we possibly balance such a line? The best Tx
 we can have are not nutted and there are not many of them. It seems we are lacking a desirable check/raise value range.

I think we should reject the range check strategy due to this problem.

The other option is to bet occasionally and check most of the time. This idea is more appealing as we now have a more suitable way to play the extremities of our range. Showdown valueless draws like 
9d7d

 can simply bet and weak Tx
 will do much better putting money in like this than it will by check/shoving. Most of our range will check and vs. someone balanced, who floats the flop often, we need a lot of check/calls. Hands such as [QQ-AA, AJ-AK]
 fill this role nicely. To complete this strategy we shall check/fold our air that is unsuitable to bluff with due to a lack of improvability.

I'm happy with this plan as a strategic solution, but is there an argument to play differently with hand in front of due to our reads? No, there definitely is not.

If we were squeamish about check/raising this turn against a standard Reg, we hate it vs. a tighter player. However, there should be enough fold equity by betting here to make a bet/fold line better than check/folding. Just because Villain appears on the tighter side does not preclude him from floating the flop with weaker hands he could now fold.

Hero's sizing need not be anywhere near pot. This would simply burn money when we have to bet/fold or bet/give up and would raise our RFE to an unreasonable level. Just over half pot will set up a river shove and will be sufficient.

This hand teaches a lesson in range planning and what kind of factors should be considered when building and dividing ranges on the turn after range betting the flop. It is not enough to simply find some +EV line and run with it. If that line equates to an unbalanced strategy and ruins the overall picture of our range then it should be rejected against competent opposition.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $11.50


















Hand 21 - Barrel Happy

A BU stealing range which contains 83s
 is around 63% of total hands (838 combos) if you prefer this hand to off-suit alternatives like Q6o
 . This width of range is very difficult to defend to a 3-bet without flatting a lot of very weak hands. If we stick to a normal 45% MDF (minimum defence frequency) then opening this hand will force us to defend 377 combos. This will mean flatting hands like J9o
 and Q7s
 . These defends are arguably -EV in a vacuum against the average 3-bet range, even in position.

In games where Hero considers his edge to be very significant, it might be possible to open this wide and be strategically safe due an increase in the EV of flatting 3-bets. If, however, the student does not yet possess such an edge, then he is either overfolding significantly to 3-bets, 4-bet bluffing too much, or making some very questionable flats. None of these options constitute a solid pre-flop strategy and so the solution is to simply fold pre-flop.

Again, we see that in a very common spot we must avoid falling into the trap of assessing this open in a vacuum and shrugging it off as "probably fine." As you gain more strategic awareness this mode of thinking becomes easier and easier.

One factor Hero might want to use in his defence here is that BB is not fully stacked and is, therefore, likely to be a weaker player. This will not automatically justify opening so wide, but it certainly makes the problem of overfolding to 3-bets less relevant. If you spotted this then well done, you're in a good habit of noticing tiny clues that can change everything later on in a hand. Hero does still need to contend with the SB, however, who is fully stacked and more likely to be a Reg.

As played, Hero has a very easy range bet on the flop. There is no need to develop a checking range of any kind in position where all of Hero's medium showdown value benefits from a lot of protection. We bet the flop small and move on, awaiting the turn card before our range splits up and becomes more interesting.

This turn card is a better one for Hero than for Villain, but not so much so that we can continue to bet everything. Villain's range has been filtered towards showdown value, where as the student's has not. Polarising is now the right way to go as a standard approach. We should fill four subranges with our combos, slotting the right ones into the right range. These subranges would be, in order of strong to weak: value bet; check behind for showdown value; bluff; and check behind to give up.

If balance is a consideration, then this hand quite clearly falls into the weakest group which seeks to give up. The problem with betting such a feeble hand in terms of redraws is that it will bloat Hero's turn bluffing range enormously and give Villain an automatically profitable call with almost all of his range. This is far from balanced.

Moreover, Hero's turn bet is made worse still by the fact that we already identified Villain as a likely Fish. Fish are less prone to fold on the turn and river. If there is ever a turn card to barrel with zero equity against a Fish then it is a K
 or a Q
 , but first we'd like to see that the Fish in question is more of the fit or fold breed than the station breed. Otherwise, we should keep ourselves more balanced since we have no reason to believe that this turn bet is +EV in the slightest. Hero should save his bluffs for higher equity draws like 64s
 and 9s8s
 until he has evidence that fold equity is higher than usual.

The river happens to run out even more horribly for BB's range and our hand will now lose to even the bottom of Villain's range, which is conceivably something like A3
 . It might seem contradictory for me to make this claim at first sight, but betting this river is not a mistake, even though betting turn was. This is down to a few factors:


	On the turn, if we're interested in containing our bluffing range in any way, then we should bluff hands with higher improvability first. On the river this selection criterion becomes irrelevant as there are no more cards to come.

	Lack of showdown value is one of the most important attributes for a river bluff.

	Speaking more exploitatively, our fold equity against Villain's 2x
 and pocket pairs has sky rocketed on this terrifying river card. After all, Fish put everyone on AK
 for no apparent reason. Just try playing in your local card room and listen in to the nonsensical table chat if you require any reassurance of this strange fact.



If there is ever a time to fire the third barrel against an unknown Fish as a bluff, then this is it, but that doesn't make the second barrel okay.


Summary to the Student:
 Your play in this hand from start to finish suggests that you are thinking mainly in a vacuum. Try to be more aware of the effects that certain vacuum choices have on your strategy and decide if these are desirable. Refrain from extreme imbalances where it is unclear that they even result a vacuum EV gain.

















Hand 22 - Desert Flop

As the EV of flatting hands such as offsuit broadways drops due to being multi-way, the relative EV of 3-betting these hands is higher. Moreover, hands that might be sensible 3-bet bluffs HU such as A4s
 become viable flats due to increased implied odds. These two factors guide Hero towards a linear big card heavy squeezing range.

The open has come in late position and there is considerable fold equity against a player who meekly flats from the SB. This allows us to squeeze a fairly wide range without fear of retribution. In fact, the SB caller is extremely likely to be a Fish. If you have read TGM, then the perils of deploying a calling range vs. steals in this seat should be jumping out of the screen at you. This further strengthens the case for a linear strategy: there are a lot of hands rich in frequent strength (KQo
 for example) that Hero craves to use to isolate this likely weaker player.

Let's map out a squeezing range that gives CO's potential 4-bet bluffs no more fold equity than his RFE on a normally sized 4-bet. First comes our squeeze, however, and we'll use my chosen size of $6.00 for this purpose which strikes a nice balance between keeping our own RFE down and doing enough to get one Villain heads-up. Villain might 4-bet to around $14.00. If he does so, his RFE is as follows, assuming that SB always folds in the branch where CO 4-bets. While this is not strictly true, it is a harmless simplification.


	RFE = Risk / (Risk + Reward)

	RFE = 12.50 / (12.50 + 6.00 + 3.00)

	RFE = 58%



Hero should continue to a 4-bet with 42% of his squeezing range. So what does that look like?


	We want to continue to a 4-bet with something like [TT+, AQs+,AKo]
 , which is 50 combos.

	Our ratio is 42:58 squeeze/continues: squeeze/folds

	We simplify this to 1:1.38

	We now multiply our 50 continuing combos by 1.38 to find how often we are allowed to squeeze/fold.

	We can squeeze/fold 69 combos.



So what should these be? We should proceed to add combos to the squeeze range in a linear manner, favouring hands with higher frequent strength that perform well heads-up with a smaller stack to pot ratio.

These 69 combos should be something like [ATs-AJs, KTs+, ATo-AQo, KQo]
 . Okay you got me, it's actually 68, but this will do for practical purposes.

The overall squeezing range should be: [TT+, ATs+, KTs+, ATo+, KQo+]
 . As always, knowing that we have a solid strategy in place in such a common spot is crucial. Not only are we now protected pre-flop, but we are now able to assess post-flop with a clear view of the range we used to get there.

As Villain, in reality, I would recommend not 4-betting anything at all. We just assumed we would face a 4-bet (and we might well have) for the sake of finding balance. Since the EV of flatting for CO is enhanced by the presence of a likely Fish, Villain should consider having an uncapped flatting range against the squeeze. There is a strong incentive to slowplay the likes of AA
 here. As will often happen, the SB folds his weak, indefensible range to the squeeze and we face a rather dry unhelpful flop HU.

Since an optimal pre-flop strategy for Villain suggests that he has an uncapped range now, our GTO plan should not be to range bet. We have a lack of range advantage and a positional disadvantage. A polarised approach will suit better. In reality, you might make the read that your population always 4-bets [QQ+]
 here and be able to exploitatively bet everything in your range, but we'll ignore this for now in favour of seeking a more GTO line.

Where should AQo
 go in this strategy? Well let's get one thing clear: we have no high equity bluffs on this low rainbow board and so blockers, lack of showdown value, and backdoor draws should be used to determine our bluffs. AQo
 has no backdoor flush equity, some reasonable showdown value and good blockers to [QQ, AA]
 . This hand is too far up our range to meekly check/fold so we should choose between c-bet bluffing it and check/calling it.

I would prefer to use this combo to check/call one street. Villain is not too likely to be betting [AQ-AK]
 himself, so when we don't run into a pair, our hand will be dominating a bluff like AJ
 or KQ
 . We can fold turns as long as we are check/calling them with the stronger hands in our flop check/call range such as AA
 and AK
 .

The rest of our flop strategy can be defined as follows:


	Strong but vulnerable Hands like [JJ-QQ]
 should be betting the flop and turn for value/protection. along with some of our [KK-AA]
 combos.

	Hands like our current one and AK
 will check/call. We can slot the rest of our [KK-AA]
 combos in here to bolster this range.

	More promising air hands like 
KcQc

 will bluff.

	More hopeless air hands like 
KdTd

 will give up now and hope for a free card.



At first sight, this flop looks like a hopelessly confusing and painful situation, but when we break down our own range and focus on playing that, we can solve it easily. Fixating on the vacuum EV of betting vs. that of check/calling will not help here. There are far too many unknown factors which make it impossible to know Villain's actual ranges for reacting to each of our potential choices. The solution is to pretend Villain is playing optimally and then tailor own strategy to be solid against whatever we decide that looks like.


The Coach's Line: Hero checks, planning to call once


















Hand 23 - Dangerous Waters

First off, I find Hero's 3-bet sizing a little unnecessarily large. In position, I'd normally settle for just a tiny bit more than 3x this open size. When the pre-flop open drops below 3x, Villain is laying himself a more attractive proposition in flatting a 3x 3-bet. His pot odds and implied odds are improving.

Our positional advantage combats that and ensures Villain will not have easy defends with marginal hands, or profitable set mines with hands like 66
 as long as we size in a normal vicinity when we 3-bet. As Villain has gone to just 2.5BB, I'd go slightly more than 3x his open. Had he opened larger, I'd size to 3x his open. 8BB will suffice here.

Now for the shape of our 3-bet range. It looks as though it should be polarised. If that is not the answer you came to in your own analysis, or if you didn't consider Hero's 3-betting range (which you definitely should) then have a think about why that might be. Well, the very small gap between VPIP and PFR indicates that we are likely to be dealing with a player who dislikes flatting in most situations. It follows from this that my student should not 3-bet too wide for value as he is very likely to encounter a fold or a 4-bet from this Villain and not so much an out of position flat. Squandering a hand like AJo
 or even AQo
 as a 3-bet/fold seems futile and a total waste of equity.

I would 3-bet with [TT+, AK, AQs]
 and then some bluffs that are slightly too weak to call the open with. Having an extremely polarised range full of big pocket pairs that are strong performers against the average 4-bet/call it off range allows us to play a very simple 3-bet/jam strategy whenever we're not folding to the 4-bet. Let's flesh this out.

As Villain seems on the tight side and has only 3-bet 5%, I recommend using a bluff heavy strategy. We should know that a balanced ratio of bluffs to value in a polar 3-bet range is around 1.3-1.5:1 bluffs to value. By ramping this up to 2:1 we would make ourselves exploitable by strategies of 4-bet overbluffing, but the gains outweigh the risks. A fold is easily the most frequent response from this kind of Villain. I will recommend the following 3-bet strategy as a starting point: [TT+, AK, AQs // A2s-A7s, K5s-K9s, Q8s-Q9s, J9s, T8s, 97s, 86s, 76s, 65s, 54s, KTo, QJo]
 .

The above range is 150 combos wide. 100 of these are 3-bet/fold bluffs and the 50 combos before the divide are our 3-bet/shoves. Everything else in between is a call. It is important not to flat too wide here as the blinds will usually squeeze actively against CO opens, but against this Villain, we definitely need a substantial cold calling range due to our polarised ambitions.

Hero strays into unclear territory when he chooses to flat AKo
 to the 4-bet. While the play itself is not going to be too bad in a vacuum, it is not necessary to flat 4-bets with any range at all when your 3-bet range is so extremely polarised to hands that make fine shoves and hands that do not. Keep things simple here and save the flatting of 4-bets for when you're deeper or have a more mixed or linear strategy pre-flop.

Folding the flop is absolutely out of the question to this small c-bet. We would be exaggerating our knowledge if we were to claim that Villain was too tight to be c-bet bluffing now. If we thought he was that much of a Nit why would we not just fold pre-flop? The point is that a player whose betting range on this flop crushes AK
 is unlikely to ever 4-bet bluff in the first place.

I'm going to avoid assessing post-flop in a range vs. range manner because Hero shouldn't really be reaching this spot in the first place and so it's unclear what our range should actually be. To shed some strategic light on the matter, however, if Hero were 3-betting a more mixed strategy he would have quite a few worse hands than AK
 now and would be folding too often by folding this hand. Let's now use our player type reads to assess this flop spot in a vacuum.

Most Regs, even tighter ones are capable of firing this flop with their 4-bet bluffs for a small size. AK
 has very reasonable equity and showdown value vs. any range that contained a few 4-bet bluffs pre-flop, and again, we do expect the average Reg with these stats to be 4-bet bluffing sometimes in late position. Our hand also blocks Villain's most likely nutted combos severely. A pocket pair will always be hit harder by the blocker effect as it requires two of the same card to form its combos. Removing one A
 and one K
 therefore halves the combos of [KK-AA]
 from 12 to 6.

The student must call here and then make a read about the average bluffing tendencies of tighter regs in 4-bet pots on the turn. I suspect that against 90% of the population, calling flop for these pot odds and then folding turn (should Villain bet again) is a massive improvement.

And that's just it. Hero has neglected to consider his pot odds on this flop. He cannot make such an extreme fold while still having made a reasonable pre-flop call. The pre-flop and flop play are incompatible. Another point to 3-bet/jamming all of your tight 3-bet value range pre-flop is that you avoid having to contest 4-bet pots post-flop. These are largely unfamiliar and confusing to the average 10NL player so keep your game simple especially where your range is so neat and polarised in the first place. Hero embarks on a journey he is not comfortable with and this comes back to bite him.

If anyone is concerned about only getting it in against [QQ+, AK]
 when jamming over the 4-bet, you are probably right that Villain won't 4-bet call much wider than this. However, what students fail to realise is that it's not an issue. Our jamming range has plenty of equity against this range; not enough to call a pre-flop 2-bet shove for 100BB, but enough to shove over a 4-bet with all the dead money and fold equity against Villain's bluffing range. These are two very different situations. It is not as simple as "committing 100BB for a flip or to be crushed". The EV of shoving is boosted significantly by the already large pot.


Summary to the Student:
 Keep it simple. Highly polarised strategies afford such luxuries. Consider pot odds at all times and think twice before folding a nut bluff catcher with nut blockers getting 4:1 in a spot where people commonly bet worse hands.

















Hand 24 - Blockbuster

Pre-flop is a call due to pot odds and the fact that we are closing the action. It's not that we expect to be earning a lot of money calling with A7o
 , but rather that we expect to be losing less than 1BB per hand, or to put it a in a more illuminating way, losing less than the 100BB/100 incurred by folding pre- flop. Could we 3-bet instead? I think not and let's see why in relation to the three different 3-bet strategies we could adopt:


	This hand is not suitable as a 3-bet in a polarised strategy as it is good enough to defend by flatting and doesn't play well vs. Villain's likely flatting range against a 3-bet.

	It fares even worse as a 3-bet in a linear strategy as it is far too weak to 3-bet with the limited fold equity background that encourages us to go linear.

	In a mixed strategy, where we 3-bet an assortment of playable hands, there are many more playable candidates. This hand functions best in a 2-bet pot against an unfiltered opening range. 3-betting it throws it into a larger pot against a filtered range, against which it is in awful shape.



Even solvers, which try to include all kinds of hands as 3-bets at least some of the time, give such a holding a very low 3-bet frequency. Whatever Villain's tendencies, we can rule out 3-betting this hand. In reality, I'd start with the mixed strategy against an active Reg with a so far average fold to 3-bet stat.

Villain's flop sizing is somewhat peculiar. I would expect to see a smaller bet from the majority of the population, but we cannot make any massive assumptions about his range based on this large sizing alone. Villain's c-bet stat is high. Since air is the most common thing a player will ever flop, a high c-bet stat indicates that Villain often bets with his most common holdings and therefore does not check to give up much air. A lower c-bet stat would signify that Villain was abiding by some sort of standard of made hand strength or semi-bluffing equity, but this Villain could well be betting his whole range for a very large size.

So why do most regs not size so large here and what is Villain giving up by doing so? First, he has chosen a fairly inappropriate size for marginal thin value hands that are betting mostly for protection. As sizing increases, fold equity does too, so these hands are now losing more in the branches where we hold a better hand and making us fold more of the hands they beat in the other branches. This size is good for Villain's strong hands, but these are few and far between in what is likely a very wide BU steal range. Finally, Villian's air also loses more when he runs into our non-folding range. The chosen bet size makes more sense as a polarised bet, but Villain's aggressive stats conflict with this and imply that he is likely betting most or all of his range.

The punishment for Villain is to get raised more often. We should plan to adopt a fairly wide raising range here. There is some merit to raising hands like A7o
 as they gain protection and deny Villain the two cards he'd otherwise be seeing for just this flop bet if we merely called. The rule is that when Villain is likely c-betting a very weak range, Hero should always deploy a check/raising range out of position against steal position opens. This way Hero protects equity, applies pressure and generates a lot of red line earnings.

Raising some of our one pair hands, especially those which are less turn friendly, is undoubtedly solid and this is why engines have started recommended playing vulnerable showdown value hands aggressively on the flop some amount of the time. That said, these hands can also be called with a reasonable frequency too. If we do choose to raise the flop with some mediocre hand, then our plan is to check/call safe turns and check/fold ones that strengthen both players ranges significantly.

With our actual hand, both calling and raising should have some frequency assigned to them in an optimal strategy. Folding the flop would be absurd and is the only way we could mess this spot up.

As played, there is little incentive to raising the turn. Just because the turn card has not changed the texture, does not mean that there is no meaningful contraction in Villain's betting range. Most players are naturally more polarised now and our hand is that bit closer to showing down on a safe texture. We should definitely call the turn as played. Folding would be again to relinquish too strong a part of our range. Note that we block no heart
 draws or straight draws and do have useful blockers to AA
 , 77
 , and two-pair.

Let's define a positive blocker
 as one that blocks mostly the hands we don't want Villain to have. We can define a negative blocker
 as one that blocks hands we'd like Villain to be holding i.e his bluffs.

On this run out, we have one positive blocker: the 7
 and one semi- positive blocker: the A
 . The reason that the latter is only half positive is due to the fact that it does block some bluffs like turned flush draws and wheel ace gutshots as well as a few value hands.

When we face the river bet, the temptation, which the average student succumbs to, is that of trying to soul read whether Villain is bluffing this one time. Such clairvoyance is not possible but we can define what a balanced calling strategy would roughly resemble and then see if our player type reads advise a deviation from whatever that is.

First the math:


	Our aim is to make Villain's bluffs 0EV so that he cannot exploit us by overbluffing or underbluffing.

	Villain's bet size requires 12.50 / (12.50 + 19.75) = 39% Fold Equity.

	Hero should defend 61% of the time to achieve a balanced strategy.

	Is this hand in the top 61% of our range to call with?



That last question depends very much upon what constitutes 'top'. We must not fall into the trap of judging hands on their showdown value alone. As any competent Villain is now quite polarised between bluffs, which even a pair of threes could beat, and 9x
 and better, there is little difference for Hero between holding 88
 and 44
 , at least in terms of SDV. Then how do we separate such hands?

Blockers. 88
 blocks a lot of Villain's bluffs and only 86s
 for value. 44
 blocks less bluffs and 64s
 for value. It is the better call because Villain holds busted 8x
 more often when we hold 44
 .

Now back to our actual hand. With 1.5 positive blockers according to our earlier classification, A7o
 must be in the most suitable 61%. Hands containing a heart
 , a J
 , an 8
 , etc. all have negative blockers and we have plenty of these to reject now. This combo must be one of our calls.

Observe how we can simplify this spot and solve it theoretically without the need for a crystal ball or a "feel" for whether Villain is bluffing. If you experience a feeling that Villain is bluffing, you are likely just guessing or subconsciously remembering a time some other player did bluff like this on such a run out in these positions. These are nothing but unhelpful hunches. Instead, use the maths to form a base calling range and then decide if player reads should cause you to call less or more frequently than 61%.

I think we should call down even more than this. There are three primary clues supporting this conclusion:


	1. Villain is very laggy and active in general, yet only playing 50NL. Players who have an aggressive type of game at these stakes usually lack selectivity and range control. I wouldn't be surprised to find Villain overbluffing here.

	2. Villain c-bets very often. This stat makes it more likely, when it is close between investing a bet in some situation and not, that he will err on the side of doing so.

	3. Villain potted the flop. This shows a lack of control and again furthers the read that he is more likely to overbluff than underbluff the river.



Sometimes the role of the HUD is not to robotically answer a question about some exact situation, but to shed light on the general profile of a Villain. A stat that describes one situation may often be used to make inferences about another quite different one. Edges can be gained by the creative use of the HUD.


The Coach's Line: Hero calls $12.50


















Hand 25 - Well, This is Awkward

Hero can call 77
 and similar here as long as the table is not particularly aggressive. In very squeeze happy games where players rarely cold call, it will be more sensible for Hero to either forgo the flatting range all together or to uncap his flatting range by never 3-betting at all. With 100BB stacks, both approaches are definitely defensible, but flatting a very capped range that will usually fold to a squeeze is not viable at higher stakes. At this stack depth of 162BB, flatting everything will certainly be better. Building huge pots with one pair after the flop is less desirable deep.

With a known Nit in the BB, that is one less potential squeezer Hero will have to worry about and the 'flat everything' strategy becomes even better than it already was. Hero's pre-flop line is fine.

Now onto the dilemma of this hand: the flop. I recommended a strategy of exclusively flatting the hands we were playing pre-flop due to the fact that being 160BB deep deters us from wanting to stick all of the money in by the river with just an overpair or even AK
 on a flop like A97r
 . The same problem presents itself on this flop. By raising with bottom set, we are actually too depolarised for the effective stack. By raising, we create a branch where all 160BB go into the middle. This increases Villain's EV when we are facing set over set, while accomplishing relatively little in the process.

As many of you will likely have qualms about playing a set slowly on such a coordinated board, let me take the space below to reassure you that this is exactly what the student should have done.


Objection 1:
 Calling gives flush draws a cheaper card and doesn't protect us.

To begin with, how many flush draws is Villain likely to be opening from UTG. Perhaps [AJs-AKs, A8s-A9s, A2s-A6s, KJs-KQs, QJs, 98s]
 . The 
diamond

 variants of these hands stack up to just 14 combos. There are 6 combos of better sets, which are more firmly in his range than the above suited aces, which not all players open from this seat. 14 flush draws is very much a worse case scenario. Now what do we gain by raising against such a draw? It seems we gain plenty of value provided that Villain calls with them, but let's explore this further.

If these draws then get there on the turn, we've built a bigger pot by raising, which is certainly a bad thing. If these draws don't get there, then we have extracted more value while very far ahead. This is a good thing, but we can achieve similar by just calling the flop and then from either Hero or Villain betting the turn. This is the luxury of being in position. We gain something by raising when Villain holds this part of his range, but not as much as you might think.


Objection 2:
 Surely we want to raise for value vs. overpairs now before the board worsens.

Against a Fish, or with a very aggressive dynamic, this might be fine, but the relative hand strength of an overpair is very weak in this situation. We are three-way on a soaking wet board. How is a hand like QQ
 likely to react when it faces such an aggressive line where ranges are very strong? Value is limited against this part of Villain's range. When we build a huge pot, we start to naturally filter these hands out. We may well achieve more value by flatting in position and then betting or calling turns vs. the overpairs in Villain's range.


Objection 3:
 By calling we give two players a cheap turn.

Fortunately the damage BB can do to us is very limited by his short stack. While we may occasionally let BB's flush draw get there that would have folded to our flop raise, this will only happen 19% of the time that he actually holds the flush draw in the first place. The chances of this branch occurring are very remote. Moreover, we actually want BB to call this bet with a draw. We are crushing it, and as I say, his implied odds are limited by his short stack.

What about the times BB has a one pair hand like JJ
 ? Raising will likely blow these out of the pot, where as these hands surely call at least this flop bet and maybe more on the majority of turns.


The Downside of Raising


The downside is very large compared to the small and unclear benefits to raising. When a lot of money goes in vs. UTG he will hold that larger set a very relevant amount of the time. There is a large difference between our hand's equity right now facing just this flop bet and our hand's equity at showdown when 320BB sit in the middle. It is an unawareness this difference that causes students to make errors and raise too depolarised in this sort of situation.

What the student tends to do is exaggerate the importance of raising against draws whilst simultaneously overestimating the amount of the time each Villain will hold one. The beginner usually starts here by "putting them on a draw". The intermediate player sees this massive lunge in a random mind reading direction as unjustified, and the professional swats it away as he delves into an analysis of comparing the EV of the two different branches.

Note that this analysis was performed in vacuum mode due to the face up strong ranges in play, multiwayness of the flop, and rarity of the situation.


Summary to the Student
 : Try to compare the EV of calling to that of raising more thoroughly and you will see that the risks outweigh the gains.

















Hand 26 - Linear Woes

Hero's linear range originates from the desire to avoid flatting a capped range from the SB, while pincered between two assumed regs. His woes are an unfortunate result of this linear shape. When 3-betting polarised against an early position open, we enjoy the comfort of never facing a 4-bet with a neither here nor there hand such as JJ
 . We flat this hand in the first place. The downside of adopting the linear range is occasionally being caught in no man's land against a 4-bet.

Speaking in a vacuum, Hero's hand seems far too strong to fold and far too weak to get all-in against a cold 4-bet after a 3-bet of an UTG open. The not so happy medium is to flat. Luckily if you've read TGM Chapter 11, then you'll be well aware of the rather neat strategy of uncapping our flatting range by electing to never 5-bet.

From a balanced point of view, It is unnecessary to protect more than 37.5% of our initial 3-bet range. BB's RFE on a 4-bet bluff comes in at 62.5% for this sizing and, moreover, the burden of defence was split between Hero and the UTG opener, who will hold a premium hand often enough to help with the defence. Hero's real required defence frequency is therefore less. It is true that BB can realise equity with his 4-bet bluffs when we flat, and you may wonder if this forces us to defend more than 37.5% as Villain's real RFE will be lower than 62.5%. It does slightly. The quality of Villain's equity when bluffing is very low indeed, however. Hero is flatting an uncapped powerhouse of a range vs. this 4-bet. Much of a what BB gains by realising equity with a bluff and outdrawing our JJ
 or AK
 , he loses back to us when he burns c-bets against our stronger hands and gets dominated post-flop by our KK+
 . For simplicity, we shall ignore this small MDF adjustment here.

Assuming that we 3-bet with a linear range of: [99+, AJ+, KQ, ATs+, QJs-KJs]
 (112 combos), we may defend to the 4-bet with just [JJ+, AK]
 (40 combos). This comes in as 36% of the parent range and looks about right according to our above analysis.

Following the glorious discovery that our range to see this flop is so beautifully snug, we shall have a much easier time playing it in an unexploitable way. Should we play it in an unexploitable way though? Now that's another question altogether. As 50NL is still fairly passive in certain situations that arise from early position opens, I suspect that overfolding to some extent post-flop will be a more profitable approach in the long-term. We shall err on this side of balance as we analyse post-flop.

We range check the flop. AK
 , the most abundant hand in our range, has zero interest in betting. The overpairs check to protect these 16 combos and as a matter of good habit when facing a post-flop 4-bettor. The population might well c-bet too liberally, not appreciating the uncapped strength of our range.

Villain's flop check tells us nothing if Villain is solid, but everything if he is an ABC Reg. Straightforward regs bet here for the sheer sake of it with [QQ+]
 and thus have a capped checking range. Good players check all of their range here since there is still plenty of time to build the pot and they correctly see our range as intimidatingly strong.

How should we play the turn? By this point I would expect most Villains to correctly begin value betting [QQ+]
 . This tells us that our own [KK+]
 can get value happily by check/calling down. Villain is unlikely to hold hands like TT
 or even JJ
 and we are unlikely to get more than one street from AK
 unless Villain is very paranoid. Our range is very strong, but unless we want to sometimes bluff with AK
 , there seems to be no reason to lead anything. Villain can still be totally uncapped. We should wait until the river to bet for value with [JJ-QQ]
 by which point Villain will be certainly capped and our value bet will not be too thin.

We range check for a second time ready to catch bluffs with this particular hand. Villain bets and we dutifully call.

The river is simply a balancing act with a pinch of overfolding as we discussed earlier. Villain shoves for roughly 3/5ths the pot. This means his RFE is roughly 3 / (5 + 3) = 37.5%. A balanced approach would have us call 62.5% of the time. Now, what did we do with AK
 on the turn? We flatted it as it dominated bluffs and still had showdown value. We were protecting this hand by also check/calling the rest of our range. Weirdly, we reach the river with our pre-flop range for flatting the 4-bet. This is good poker - there has been no unjustified filtering of our range that renders us exploitable by this point in the hand.

So what is 62.5% of 34 combos? 21 combos. The top 21 combos of showdown value are [QQ-AA]
 and half of the JJ
 . Is there a reason to call AK
 rather than JJ
 or QQ
 ? Well, we block Villain's [KK+]
 more efficiently, but we also lose to the occasional A2s
 that is bluffing. I'd rather call the hands that beat 100% of bluffs; it's just too much of a disaster to call and embarrassingly lose to one. Also note that AK
 also blocks some bluffs too eg. AQ
 and this is undesirable.

Instead of flatting half of our JJ
 , a more advisable strategy in a spot where the population may well underbluff would be to simply call KK+
 and perhaps some QQ
 .


The Coaches Line: Hero Folds


















Hand 27 - Bluffcatcher Turned Draw

The reader will find specific Villain notes in this book to be as rare as they are in the average Zoom pool at the microstakes. I have intentionally avoided them for the most part because a player of almost any caliber can look at a note like this one and quickly draw the conclusion that he should squeeze a wider value range. It is forming base strategies against populations and finding balance against stronger opposition that demands the real theoretical rigour.

Hero's flop line is a mistake, but to formulate the optimal strategy it's back to base camp. What is our 3-bet range?

Due to our note and Villain's stats, which are just barely clinging on to the status of Reg, it must surely be prudent to go linear. I recommend that the student's AKo
 slots into the top of: [TT+, KQo+, AJo+, KJs+, A9s+]
 . Even the bottom of this range will be perfectly happy against many of the hands we've observed this opponent calling against a 3-bet. Nevertheless, our poor position prohibits us from going too mad pre-flop.

Sadly, this is one of the better flops for a stationy Reg/Fish. The two broadway cards connect frequently with his mediocre holdings. A polarised strategy will serve us best where we seek to punish his dominated stationy hands by widening up our bet flop / shove turn range to include AQ
 and similar value hands on most run-outs. Such a wide value approach might have been thin against a more in-line opponent.

Hands beneath this threshold should be check/called due to sufficient showdown value and since they fold out nothing better. I would check/call [KQ, AT, JJ]
 . The next batch down is the student's bluffs and into this category fall KJs
 , 
Ac9c

 and our actual hand AK
 . The trouble with check/calling this hand is twofold:


	Firstly, it simply does not have strong enough SDV for these pot odds and will give us 16 combos of hands we must check/fold on a blank turn. This is too much and near impossible to balance without snatching hands from our value range and check/calling them. Checking very good hands is undesirable against a Villain we expect to have flopped a lot of marginal pairs.

	Secondly, we know that this Villain calls horrible underpairs to 3-bets. Letting him drift to showdown and win with 77
 or 76s
 is disastrous when we hold such a suitable hand with which to apply pressure.



We should c-bet this hand, preparing to always shove a club turn and sometimes a blank one. We could underbluff against this guy on the turn due to his profile, but note that such a pre-flop station will also have a lot of Tx
 and weak Qx
 he shouldn't see the flop with. This means that Hero may do quite well by betting flop and bluff shoving turn, trapping in money from marginal hands that call only once. It really depends on how sticky Villain is post-flop.

For the sake of completeness, Hero's check/folds on the flop should be some AJ
 without backdoors and A9
 of the non-green variety.

Against a tighter range than this opponent plays, Hero could check everything on the flop, needing just two streets to empty the clip and fearing that his range advantage is not so good. Here we would have less reason to bluff with a hand like AK
 and more reason to protect these combos by also checking stronger hands.

Now on to the turn. If we assume that Villain's flop betting range for this size was fairly polarised, and I think that we should, then what is the purpose of our turn shove? Surely we fold out dominated bluffs like KJ
 and 
Kc
 9x
 while getting the rest in as a major underdog against Villain's value range.

It is far better to check/call all-in on the turn. Unless Villain is folding some AQ
 type hand to the student's line, which seems very unlikely for this player type, then we are simply allowing Villain to play perfectly against us when we shove. If Villain's range is even fairly polarised, then taking initiative with showdown value hands makes no sense. We still crush his bluffing range so why not check/call? This guy probably plays all KJ
 in this way, and might well jam it himself. That's 12 combos that Hero is obliterating on the turn.

Our hand even has a solid 25% equity against a mighty hand like TT
 . This is not far at all from what we'd need to call it off, even if we knew that Villain's range was sets and nothing else. After we add some bluffs to Villain's turn shoving range, check/calling becomes clearly solid and the shove line begins to look silly as it folds out everything we really want to win more money from.

It might seem strange to check/call all-in with a draw, but when that draw beats pretty much 100% of your opponent's bluffs, it's not just a draw anymore.


Summary to The Student:
 This hand needs a lot more thought. Post-flop is a bit of a mess.

















Hand 28 - Follow My Lead

It's not that Hero expects to be in great shape against HJ's opening range. It's certainly not that KJo
 plays well in multi-way pots. I call because I am a slave to EV and as long as I can avoid calling off too many of HJ's bets after the flop, the EV of calling should easily surpass that of folding. My hand is relatively free of domination against CO's range since he should be 3-betting many of the bigger cards. The branches where we make the best hand and steal the pot with semi-bluffs should give us enough incentive to flat, but this is close after rake.

I find myself somewhat in the minority of Regs whenever I recommend leading such a flop spot. If you read through the hand history with puzzlement, let me reassure you that the author is not just "donking out like a Fish."

In multi-way pots, protection of equity becomes more important. Our actual hand is not vulnerable, but some of our range is. If we happen to hold [9x, TT]
 then check/calling is quite problematic. Both of the common branches that follow this check are simply undesirable. Let me explain:

The first common branch when Hero checks these marginal combos is that someone bets and we call. This leads to domination, worsening equity and a very low equity realisation factor. HJ's c-bet range will be much more in-line in a multiway pot and he already appears to be on the tight side. Check/calling TT
 is possibly worse than check/folding it and that seems incredibly feeble. CO's stabbing range is usually not too wide in these games and we face the same trouble realising equity against him as we do against HJ.

The other common branch is when the flop checks through. On this branch we probably held the best hand with our TT
 , but in many cases, not any more. Protection catapults into primary significance whenever we play against multiple opponents. Checking gives this protection up, even if we avoid the hideous world of check/calling.

The solution is to lead TT
 . Getting bluff raised having done so is rare and we shall also be leading more nutted hands to protect the protection leads, if that makes sense. Leading a hand like KJ
 solves a different kind of problem. We negate HJ's ability to pot control the victim hands which we seek to put under a lot of uncomfortable pressure, namely [QQ-AA]
 . We also expect to encounter less air c-bets in a multi-way pot, further devaluing the idea of check/calling, even with a strong hand like our current one.

The final piece of the leading jigsaw is our semi-bluffs. Do we really want to develop a check/raising range against HJ's stronger c-bet range? Probably not and check/calling QTs
 will lead to a much weaker red line since future fold equity is less against multi-way c-bet ranges. Checking a draw we could have led fails to protect the immediate fold equity that we might lose when our opponents improve on that free turn card we give them.

The upshot is that I only check to check/fold here and I think this is fine, as in reality, no one knows that this is how I play. Any effect this spot has on my fold to c-bet stat is lost in the mist of all the heads up pots where I float and raise actively. Moreover, the burden of defence against a c-bet range is split between me and CO, who waits uncapped behind HJ. I am also leading anything with any worth so if HJ did c-bet lighter due to somehow being aware of my strategy, I'd only be folding fairly miserable hands any way. Balance becomes less important as spots become rarer and as pots become more crowded.

The leading strategy described is how very few regs actually play here, despite the fact that it is incredibly profitable. Hopefully you don't think I'm quite so fishy having read that explanation. Maybe you'll even try it out yourself. If you do, you'll be pleasantly surprised about how straightforwardly regs play against this strategy.

On that note, we have no need to react in a balanced way to CO's raise. I rarely see regs attack here. Generally, our line gets a lot more credit than it deserves and is normally presumed to be more polarised than it actually is. That said, we are right at the top of our range, blocking AJ
 and beating overly ambitious [QJs, JTs]
 . We should call for now with the idea of overfolding a later street developing in the back of our minds.

The turn is closer to a fold, but still represents too much of an exploitative leap against an unknown who could still be A: an aggro Reg or B: an overvaluing Fish.

Most fully stacked players with normal looking sizing are not Fish, but regs. 50NL regs normally exhibit an exploitative gap between their turn bluffing frequencies and river bluffing frequencies: in other words they give up a lot on the river. Our range is totally uncapped and still contains 99
 as well as all AJ
 . The choice of whether or not to call the river with this hand is close if we were to play balanced. The fact that Villain has raised a three way flop in a spot where most regs do not go on the offensive, and then followed through to an extent that most regs will not, indicates that the average bluffing frequency is less than balanced.

We have already embarked on a plan of overfolding and so now is the moment to let go of our hand.


The Coach's Line: Hero folds


















Hand 29 - When Folding is Brave

Based on open size alone, UTG is likely to be a weaker player. The problem is that it is not yet clear of what sort. If he is of the nitty variety, as becomes slightly more likely when he folds his first five hands pre-flop, 3-betting will not be sensible for Hero. AQs
 will struggle to be ahead of a calling range to a 3-bet if it is barely ahead in the first place. Give my student a slight clue that Villain is a looser Fish, and I will recommend a 3-bet all day long. Isolation is incredibly important with four players to act behind. We just need to know that our hand is in reasonable shape first. At least the 4x sizing should deter squeezes and allow us to stay heads up quite often. The flat pre-flop is fine.

And here we go again with another multi-way pot - a realm where honesty blooms, egos deflate and balance withers in importance. We must bear our initial impression of UTG in mind for the rest of this hand. An aggressive Fish is likely to have done something other than fold for the last five hands: we must assume this is not one as it usually will not be. Some players object at this juncture: "Five hands is nothing, you can't make a read from it". I'm not making a read at all. I have no idea who Villain is, but it is now significantly more likely that he is not wild. Sure, anyone can run 0/0 over 5 hands, but an Aggro Fish will do it far less often. Imperfect information is much much better than none at all. It might be wrong this time, but in the long run, it will guide you to higher EV. If you have a problem with the reliability of information over small samples then chess is pretty fun too.

The above analysis suggests that a large multi-way c-bet should be respected; not folded to immediately with AQ
 on this flop, but respected. Whenever the flop goes multi-way there is a very relevant impact on ranges on future streets, regardless of whether or not all players remain to see them.

In case you didn't guess, my title was not referring to the river. Unfortunately for the student, hitting the fold button there is more routine than brave. The turn is where the Nits among you get to shine. Let's investigate why.

The initial objection a student will throw at me when I advise a turn fold in this rare spot, which is shrouded in Villain type uncertainty, is that there are a lot of draws present. In relation to what range exactly? Not one that a tighter recreational player opens from UTG. 
AcXc

 is either a stronger hand than ours, or else one that really has no need to blast a pot sized bet due to its showdown value. Some weaker players may overvalue the hand and bomb it like this, but many would feel no need to do so. The only other club draws I can picture a tighter Villain opening UTG are [KJ, KQ, QJ]
 - a grand total of 3 combos. This is just as many as 88
 ; and a quarter of those of AK
 .

Now onto the ghost equity part of the problem. As Villain is likely recreational, he is probably either too tight or too loose. This is an obvious but very useful little truth to acknowledge. If he is too tight, then Hero's equity on the turn is fairly awful and a quick fold is in order. Remember again: the flop was multiway. If Villain is too loose, his frequency for firing the river might be quite high. This means that when Hero calls turn to fold river he is burning a lot of red line money. We might say his equity is not real if this is his plan.

I'll stress this: there is nothing wrong with calling turn and folding river against a Reg who is more likely to be balanced. We protect ourselves theoretically by having some hands that fold turn, others that call but fold river, and a third group that call down. This is no such spot.

Folding turn is a play that few players make, but one that really separates good players from great ones in spots like this. I don't fault my student for missing this play, but I do fault him for what he does next.

The river completes every draw going. If Villain is nitty, our equity is now a nice round 0% and if Villain is a crazy Fish in disguise then he needs to be very crazy indeed and have embarked on this line with total air from the flop, which again, was three way. He needs to be this crazy, yet capable of folding five times in a row previously....it doesn't add up. It is also very uncommon to see someone who is so new and inactive to the table so far randomly freak out to this extent with AK
 on this river. We must discount this hand now significantly.

Calling the river is a sure recipe to going broke. Perhaps mental-game problems are running riot. Perhaps there is one illogical culprit thought like "he is trying to represent the flush". In any case, 5NL is a good place to remain until such severe thought process mistakes have left the student's game.


Summary to the Student:
 Folding the turn would have impressed me. Not folding the river is a serious problem.

















Hand 30 - The Essentially of the Mundane

Figuring out a combo by combo range for check/raising the river deep in a 3-bet pot is a waste of time you struggle to automatically pick out the best strategy in this hand. Common spots are essential to master before you tackle the rarer glamorous ones.

First let us outline a solid strategy against a complete unknown in this situation i.e a player who did not use the non-standard sizing we see here. The exploitative adjustment, if there is one at all for this Villain and his smaller than usual 3-bet, will follow. The default strategy should involve a polar 4-bet range. This entails:


	4-betting a value range and calling that range off against a 5-bet jam.

	Flatting the 3-bet out of position with hands rich in frequent strength and playability. This is a wide range spot and so we must ensure that we connect well when we see the flop. Mining long- shot air floppers such as 55
 is not prudent in this environment.

	4-bet bluffing with hands that have some reasonable combined total of blockers and playability. People flat 4-bets these days - A9o
 is not the 4-bet bluff it used to be in the dark ages when Regs played 5-bet or fold.

	Folding the rest, but ensuring this chunk does not exceed around 55% of our opening range.



That's the blueprint, so let's get building. I tend to open a range as follows for 2.5BB in the CO unless there are 3-bet slinging Regs or Fish in the next three seats:


[22+, A2s+, K2s+, Q8s+, J9s+, T8s+, 97s+, 87s, 76s, 65s, 54s, A9o+, K9o+, Q9o+, J9o+, T9o, 98o]


This range is 31.5% or 418 combos. I can start by folding the bottom 55% of this. Shaving off 230 combos of the more useless hands leaves me with 188 combos to split up between categories 1-3 above. This cluster looks like this:


[88+, A8s+, A2s-A5s, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, ATo+, KJo+]


The sorting process divides this batch of hands into the following categories:


	
[JJ+, AK]
 (40)

	
[TT-88, A9s-AQs, KTs+,QTs+, JTs, T9s, AJo-AQo, KQo]
 (98)

	
[A8s-A9s, A2s-A5s, 98s, ATo, KJo]
 (52)



We have just defined an active, red line hungry CO game that does not overfold to a standard 3x 3-bet. However, the sizing is smaller than normal in the spot in front of us and that demands a modification in favour of defending more than 45% of our opening range and doing so by flatting more. Against this smaller 3-bet size, we can expect a cluster of Hero's hands to become profitable calls that were not previously so and this will trigger a reshuffling and expansion of my defending range. It is near impossible to work out exactly how large this expansion should be given all of the post-flop branches, but I choose to fold only around half of my opening range now. How does this reshuffle work?

Group 1 will not change, our pot odds do not affect how wide we want to 4-bet for value unless we have an exploitative read on the meaning of the smaller 3-bet. Group 2 will expand and begin to swallow up some of Group 3, converting the combos into calls. Group 3 will need to compensate for having a bunch of its soldiers shipped out to another regiment and will recruit from Group 4, which will shrink in size, decreasing Hero's fold to 3-bet in this spot, as desired. Have a go at this yourself and see if you can tweak things to fit this game-plan and bring the FT3B stat down to 50%.

Now how do we adapt things for Villain's apparent tightness so far?

A huge mistake I see students make is to misconstrue how a tighter than average Reg plays this situation. They certainly do not 3-bet only for value unless they are a huge Nit. As such Nits are rare, we should not assume our opponent to be one. In the late position battle of CO vs. BU, there will be light 3-bets flying around even from ABC regs. My placid 5% 3-betting students still manage to bluff this spot quite often - it's CO vs. BU.

The real importance lies not in the BU's likely 3-bet range but in how that range will react to a 4-bet. If Villain is as tight as he appears so far, he probably rarely flats 4-bets and doesn't 5-bet bluff anywhere near enough. This actually guides us towards using a more bluff heavy than normal 4-bet strategy ourselves. Due to the late position warfare, we will still encounter 3-bet bluffs and very few of those will put up any resistance to our 4-bets if our opponent is indeed an ABC Reg. Villain might even 3-bet/fold value hands like AQo
 - this would be a gold mine.

Finally, we bring our adjustments together and modify our base strategy, as defined above, in order to pick the right exploitative strategy. The deviations we've decided upon cause us to fold even less than 50% of the time as more group 4 hands make their way into group 3. Our base 4-bet bluff/value ratio from OOP was (52:40) or 1.3:1. This expands to somewhere in the vicinity of 1.5-1.8:1 as we fear repercussions much less vs. a more straightforward player.

Now to our actual hand, finally. What does K7s
 do? Can we estimate this without having to build a whole new range? We do not have time to do that in-game.

While this hand began as a clear fold, it has now ascended into group 3 due to small sizing and weak player type. Hero is well advised to 4-bet bluff this combo.

Note that we only make modifications to an already sound base strategy. We do not invent a brand new strategy each time we have some exploitative ammunition. That would be monotonous, pointless, and good way to make yourself hate studying the game.

Moreover, we certainly do not think in a vacuum in such a common spot. Should we decide that 4-bet bluffing all of our would-be folding range is a good idea, we'll soon find ourselves under exploitative fire from the data-collecting population, and even from our tight opponent who is probably not completely brain dead and unable to counter insane strategies.

Since Villain is less likely to be the type to flat a 4-bet, our sizing can be a little smaller than usual, minimising the damage should we run into the top of his range and maximising the EV of the bluff.


The Coach's Line: Hero raises to $8.50


















Hand 31 - C-Bet Monkeys

If you hang around the alleyways of the on-line poker world, you're probably aware that an "X-Monkey" is a player that does X indiscriminately, obsessively and in spots where he should not get away with it. The most common type of primate swinging from the trees of 5-25NL is the c-bet monkey.

C-betting is, contrary to its superficial appearance, an incredibly complex thing to get right. We have already seen countless examples where range-betting is a defensible strategy. These example are always accompanied by a potent mixture of range advantage and favourable position. Only when the natural poker climate favours Hero far more than it favours Villain, can Hero refuse to check any of his pre-flop raising range. Before we come to analysing the flop play, however, it is customary to make sure that we approve of the student's pre-flop line.

First, note the unusually deep effective stack. What does it change?

3-betting in position has increased massively in EV for Hero. The deeper stacks allow the positional advantage to flourish even more than usual. Villain will have a very unpleasant time with much of his range and will be powerless to 4-bet bluff effectively when flatting 4-bets is so much better than normal for Hero. Assuming there are no Fish in the blinds, this presents Hero with a tantalising new option: 3-betting everything he wants to play. Of course flatting hands like 44
 increases in EV, but this is still only desirable if we get squeezed somewhat rarely.

The power of this strategy lies in its irrefutable resilience. The normal response with 100BB stacks to an unnecessarily wide 3-bet game is to 4-bet more, open tighter, and generally punish Villain by folding less often. The trouble for CO here is that his defends are all lower EV due to an inflated positional disadvantage. If the sunlight is position, the stack depth is the magnifying glass. Villain is the poor melting insect, and Hero the twisted experimental child. There is not much CO can do to prevent us from building pots with a wide linear range except open tighter in the first place.

I wouldn't bother with a flatting range at all here unless I was trying to lure a weaker player in the blinds into the pot to boost my implied odds. As played, we call 54s
 . This flat is probably an improvement over folding with these stacks, but has the drawback of getting squeezed. Unknowns are often regs and regs often squeeze vs. late position opens, especially if they do not share our inflated stack depth. This highlights the other benefit of the '3-bet everything' strategy - we avoid folding to pre-flop squeezes, much like we do in the SB when we play 3-bet or fold from there. The difference is that in the SB, we hate flatting. Here, we just love 3-betting.

There is probably no need to develop a raising range on the flop. While we have some 6x
 and better, we hold these hands very infrequently and Villain flops very well on this board since his big overpairs are about as powerful as they can ever be on a flop texture. You might think that a c-bet monkey deserves to get raised if he is going to bloat this pot with too wide of a range from out of position. Raising at this point in the hand though is quite unnecessary; Villain has already charged himself 5BB to see the next card and we have very few hands that want to raise when the pot is already getting quite large.

By floating wide and forgoing the invention of a raising range for now, the student gets to protect his more marginal hands and floats with the top of his range, which negates Villain's barrel prospects and provides balance. As strong overpairs are very likely to keep betting, we may raise a later street and cause them just as many problems as raising flop would cause. I prefer a flop call with this hand and I'd throw in far more floats than normal against a player who seems to blindly mash the c-bet button.

As played, our hand must keep firing on the turn. We have next to no better bluffs here. On such a dry texture, an open-ended straight draw is about as prosperous a non-made hand as we can possibly hold. To shutdown now would be either to underbluff the turn or to bluff less improvable hands instead, which makes no sense at all.

The river is also fine and bet/folding against this population is very much the plan. If he raises, it is unlikely that Villain is either:


	A: Turning showdown value into a bluff vs. an uncapped range

	OR

	B: Making it to this river with something without showdown value and then deciding to bluff raise.



Our river value range is not entirely nutted and this part of it can still lose as Villain should be uncapped and protecting his weaker hands with his full houses by calling flop and turn. Since we have hands like 54s
 in our river betting range, it will not do to overbet the pot. The downside is too large when we run into a stronger hand. Overbetting would make a lot of sense if our range was simply full houses and better.


Summary to the Student:
 This is not bad at all, but there are a couple of neater more advanced strategies available.

















Hand 32 - Licence to Overbet

Overbetting can be done for two different reasons, which should remain unconfused.


	It is possible to overbet exploitatively because of a read that Villain is timid. It is profitable in such cases to use huge sizing purely in a vacuum to generate near to 100% fold equity against a capped range. This kind of play requires no attention to our own value to bluff to value ratio.

	The strategically solid overbet is made when Villain's range is capped and Hero's is uncapped. This equips Hero with a large nut advantage and means that, as long as Hero keeps his bluff:value ratio in-line with his sizing, the larger he bets a polarised range the more EV he gains. This is because larger sizing allows more bluff combos in a balanced strategy. Villain's pot odds worsen and we can therefore allow him more equity when he calls our bet without letting him profit against our betting range. Since Hero's value hands are uncapped and nutted vs. a capped calling range, they win 100% of the time when called. There is therefore, nothing to lose and everything to gain by turning more low showdown value hands into bluffs and potentially unsettling Villain in the process.




QJo
 is almost never a 3-bet in any strategy. It does not provide enough muscle for a linear value orientated range; is too average to find a place in a polarised model; and is just not suitable in a mixed strategy. The reason for this is that there is a massive discrepancy between how this hand flops in a 3-bet pot and a 2-bet pot. In the former, it suffers from domination far more frequently having filtered out many of the hands it was crushing. In the latter it flops very good relative hand strength with just one pair on a regular basis. These top pair hands which even earn three streets of value against a wide BU opening range.

I call for these reasons and onto the flop we go.

This is a flop I plan to defend by flatting should Villain make a small c-bet. I will be getting good pot odds to mine a favourable turn and I will have some reasonable implied odds on a Q
 or J
 turn. I need to boost my flop defence frequency by declining to fold two good overs with a backdoor flush draw. Raising this hand is not too suitable due to the fact that a raise isolates too many hands in Villain's range that are smashing our hand even after it pairs up on the turn. A gutshot is a much better hand to attack with here, as it remains live after Villain's range gets filtered by a flop raise. My actual hand is best used as an OOP float.

In this pool, Villain's check caps his range almost every single time. The percentage of Regs who play some balanced game of checking back AA
 here is tiny and rightly so. In fact, Villain's check is simply a strategic error whatever he has, but that's another story. Thinking back to my earlier explanation on overbetting, we are now presented with a type two overbet opportunity. This is a strategic one, which we should balance, not an exploitative one where we can go crazy with hundreds of bluff combos. Just because Villain's range is capped does not imply that he will overfold it.

How good is our hand for the job of overbetting? It's fine. While it doesn't have the best blockers to hands Villain might call with, it at least decreases his combos of [AJ-AQ]
 which we'll assume will call us once but not twice on most run outs. This makes the hand suitable for the part of our range which fires once and gives up rivers. Do you see why?

By blocking the hands that call once, but not twice, we make it more likely that when Villain calls turn, he will also call river. This margin of combo blocking is not massive but it makes a fine range selection criterion. Hero must follow through on the river with some but not all of his bluffs if he is to remain balanced because a balanced strategy demands that his bluffing frequency decreases from street to street.

Our plan is made.We bet now and hope to run into Villain's weakest hands that fold immediately. If he calls, he has less AQ
 than normal and more 9x
 so we terminate our overbet bluff on the river and follow through with other parts of our range, which have their blockers in the right place for a delayed double barrel bluff.

The Coach's Line: Hero checks
















Hand 33 - Not Another Line Check

Good students bombard me with hands which, on the surface, seem quite dull and routine. Sometimes they post them apologetically on the student forum as if they're somehow burdening the community by making them validate their line in some mindless generic spot that seems to play itself. Perhaps a new student to the group expects a splattering of "standard" "WP" "boring" as you might disappointedly read on a major forum board. If he's been around my private forum long enough, then he knows that if there's a leak here, we'll find it, and if there's no leak in how he plays this one hand in a vacuum, then we'll ask him to define his whole strategy in this spot and find flaws in how he plays his range.

It's a good thing that this hand was posted for review because the subtle sizing error on the flop demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding in c-bet theory.

This is not good sizing for a polarised betting range to choose. It's too small and fails to apply enough pressure to make use of the nut advantage Hero wields here. If Hero were range-betting then his sizing should be smaller on this sort of texture. If we are to bet larger, we should polarise and develop a checking range for two reasons:

Firstly, Hero has an abundance of combos that really just dislike betting large on the flop. These are hands which are miles ahead of Villain's calling range in the face of a c-bet. KQ
 and A6s
 hate betting large here and play very well as either small bets or bluff catching checks since their showdown value is stable.

Secondly, Hero has a lot of non-improvable hands in the form of his pocket pairs and undercards. If these hands are to bet they gain the most EV by betting very small for protection or a cheap bluff.

I would recommend that the student starts off by mastering a more polarised betting game on this sort of flop for big sizing. By applying our, by now familiar, four tier structure, we get to check the hands that are desperate to check, give up hopeless hands like 66
 which block Villain's air and not his decent stuff, and use large sizing to effectively apply pressure to Villain's ATs
 etc. with a range of strong value and bluffs. The bluffs we use are mostly gutshots here.

I said mostly gutshots, not entirely gutshots. Hero's hand is a great addition to a polarised betting range. It turns equity frequently and provides barreling options and board coverage on some turns that our gut shots whiff. The flop bet is correct. The sizing and thought process behind it is almost certainly wrong.

If Hero was contemplating a range bet, and argued that range advantage and position were adequate for this purpose, then I can let him off, but he should size down. If, on the other hand, Hero was just autopiloting in a vacuum, then I have no tolerance for this sort of sheer laziness and primitiveness in my students' games. It just won't cut it in the tough modern climate of late 2017 and beyond. What is your strategy and what is your sizing doing for that strategy? Those are the key questions that must be addressed if the student is to make real progress.

Giving up the turn is mandatory for a balanced approach. Every gutshot in our flop bluffing range makes a higher EV bluff now and so this hand could only qualify as a turn barrel if we had decided not to filter our bluffs at all due to some exploitative read that Villain overcalls flop and overfolds turn. Our ratio of bluffs to value should start dropping as the turn and river roll off. What was a 60:40 bluff:value strategy on the flop turns into 50:50 on the turn and then 33:66 should we pot the river. This is because Hero's bluffs drop dramatically in EV when called as we move towards the river.

It is possible to rep [76s, A6s, 66]
 (8) on the river and this hand is a pretty good one to use for this purpose. It is quite difficult for Hero to reach this spot with a lot of air if his flop strategy was indeed polarised since he will follow through with many of his c-bet bluffs on the turn. While I think a river raise is optimal for the purpose of balancing these rivered nutted hands and making Villain fold bluffs that beat us as well as thin value bets, I have my doubts about how much belief the average 2NL Villain will have for such a line.


Summary to the Student:
 Generic line checks are a great idea. They can expose deep flaws in a common spot thought process and open the mind to new alternatives. I hope you found the analysis of this rather mundane situation more useful than "Standard" or "NH"

















Hand 34 - Carrot Fish

The better players do not reap their success through infallibility or perfect consistency. Rather, they make large mistakes much less frequently than the average player and miss fewer of the clues that reveal the right line. Sometimes, they do miss a very important clue, and this is especially likely at the end of a session that should have ended half an hour ago, or when the dog knocks a glass of water off the desk. Excuses, excuses.

Can you spot the vital clue I've missed here? How did it change my mode of thinking and what mistakes did it cause in my line pre-flop and post-flop. How does this vital clue affect my river line? What is the broader lesson this clue teaches about how to think about the game as a whole?

Here we go...

The clue in question is of course player type given away by Villain's stack size. Villain might be 'unknown' in a detailed sense. I have no idea how often he 3-bets, raises a c-bet or stabs at the flop after someone checks as pre-flop raiser. What I should infer with around 90% accuracy is that Villain is some sort of Fish. There are a few general truths about the Fish population that we must bear in mind before we solve this spot and correct the very amateurish play of yours truly.


	Long-term range planning and balance are very unimportant against Fish.

	Fish call a lot out of the blinds and 3-bet rarely.

	Fish call the turn too wide having called flop, especially where the texture does not change.

	Fish do not always bluff the river, even if they have no showdown value at all and could rep strength.

	A Fish's calling range is usually wider than his betting range unless something suggests otherwise.



If you hadn't already solved this hand and corrected my play, then perhaps that list helps. Let's explore how my failure to notice player type caused a mistake on each of the first three streets.

I min-opened the BU as regs tend to overfold or 3-bet a lot. Basically, they react poorly to a min-raise in this pool by not flatting enough. Fish accidentally react well to a min-open. They do what they are supposed to do and flat; not really through understanding pot odds, but because they love to see the flop. Hero should 3x pre-flop in anticipation of his opponent's likely mistakes.

On the flop we should range-bet against a Reg, and as we know, small sizing would work perfectly for this job. Our range is often betting for protection or thin-value and is far from polarised. Against a Fish, the very notion of a range-bet is verging on gobbledygook. What is most important is maximising vacuum EV, right here, right now, especially in a Zoom pool where Villain will not see us often enough to notice an exploitative pattern in our bet-sizes. This guy likely does not even run a HUD and has no idea what we're doing. Hero's hand is quite thick value and so he should size up with this c-bet. Point 1. from the above list will help us here if we notice the pre-flop clue.

The turn is the biggest catastrophe of all. Against a Reg, we just got floated very wide BU vs. BB and have a sprawling mass of combos to juggle and balance on this turn. We check a few weak top pairs in order to have a reasonable river calling frequency and prevent Villain from exploiting us by going call/check/bet when turn checks through. Against a Fish. Reads 3. and 5. strongly suggest that betting turn is better than checking back and read 4 enforces this further as we devalue bluff catching lines, especially ones that give up necessary value and protection.

What can I say? It's very easy indeed to mess up a hand if your foundational assumptions about Villain are likely to be completely wrong. Can we salvage some pride by at least playing the river correctly now that we've realised our mistake? I think so.

A Reg floats plenty of hands that have missed completely here. Against someone who floated range bets optimally and then realised that he should bluff on the river with zero showdown value and plenty of value hands in his range, we would carry out our plan and bluff catch this hand, though it would be nicer to hold a club blocker.

A passive Fish will be very value heavy here due to read 4 above. Most Fish are passive in this pool so folding is probably a good exploitative measure.

This hand serves as a poignant warning. Missing one vital clue can be all it takes to completely mess up a hand. Play shorter sessions, get off social media and pay attention. Your EV depends on it.


The Coach's Line: Hero folds


















Hand 35 - Keep Your Power

Beginners have many strange ideas about the game. These ideas seem awful to us more experienced players because they often have nothing to do with EV. They are, in many cases, flailing attempts to simplify a confusing game. As the student feels lost and bewildered in the landscape of poker, he may use coping strategies that aim to bring poker in-line with a web of ideas he can understand. The trouble is that these ideas mean nothing useful.

I once asked one of my newer students why he should c-bet the flop instead of check/calling on a board not too dissimilar to the one in this hand. As I recall, Villain was a Passive Fish who was not likely to bet as wide as he would call and this justified a thin-value, protection based c-bet rather than a check/call. My student thought for a minute and responded: "Well if I check, I lose my power". I felt a little bad, but I must confess that I burst out laughing at the idea of 'power' in poker.

So what did the student mean? His idea, as I understood it, was that by checking, Hero loses the ability to control whether money goes in on this street and whether Villain gets the option of a free card. There were also implications that the student thought initiative was some kind of special force that gives the pre-flop raiser an edge due to the momentum of betting the last street. The latter part of this is false. The edge of 'initiative' is not caused by the raise on the last street itself, but by what that raise did to Hero's range - it uncapped it. Our ability to range-bet dry flops in position is dependent on having this uncapped range vs. a capped range. 'Initiative' can be loosely translated to describe this advantage and shouldn't be taken too literally.

A lot of students feel uneasy about check/calling a flop multiway especially where their hand is vulnerable, and so they should. The loss of 'power' here gives both Villains a free card and leaves Hero with a capped range against a multi-way betting range. In a vacuum, check/calling this flop is much lower EV than just betting it as both branches that follow the check will give up EV.

Branch 1 is that the BU bets and Hero invests money against, what is on average, a strong range. This is 2NL and ABC Regs tend not to attack multiway pots anywhere near enough. Check/calling will usually not get any money into the pot against worse made hands which are the only that thing we crush, but will get money into the pot against a polarised range of better made hands and live draws/bluffs. Our hand will deteriorate greatly as this board runs out in many cases. The branches where we have made it to the river and still have the best hand are few and far between.

Branch 2 is where the flop checks through. Heads up, this would be slightly more tolerable, but three-way, we allow both players a free card when our hand is vulnerable, yet could have very profitably bet the flop for thin value and protection. This is a disaster.

Hero wants a bet to go in on the flop, but he wants that bet to gain fold equity and sometimes go in against 88
 . He does not want to give control of the pot to his opponents, allowing them to take free cards, bluff multiple times and win the pot from him or simply bet with ranges that crush him.

Having initially laughed about the student's use of 'power', I later reflected on what the concept might actually mean if brushed up and defined in a book. 'Power' is the ability to ensure that things go the way you want them to, not every time, but on average. We can only ensure this by betting. We must bet this flop with vulnerable showdown value. To surrender our power is to give up EV in multiple ways.

Having checked and called a flop bet, life is as miserable as anticipated for the rest of the hand. The turn is dreadful for both our range and our hand, but very good for Villain. If we face another bet here, we fold, but when the turn checks through there is some glimmer of hope that we might reach showdown in one piece.

We check down the river since value betting is far too thin. Maybe we win, maybe we lose, but multiway flops must be handled with a greater emphasis on protection and less on bluff catching. The latter will not be so effective where stabbing ranges are stronger. Check/call when you are heads up in late position battles, when your range needs to check a lot, when Villain bluffs a lot, and when your showdown value is less vulnerable. Do not check/call here. Keep your power to choose the branches that maximise your EV.


Summary to the Student:
 You need to refine your understanding of protection betting vs. bluff catching.

















Hand 36 - Preparing for the Future

Contrary to popular belief, bluffing is not usually about believing that someone will fold. Normally in a Reg vs. Reg online situation, knowledge is insufficient to determine how much of his a range an opponent is likely to fold to a particular bet by Hero. When there are no exploitative clues to be gleamed from player reads, player type reads, or population reads, we choose our bluffs based on their relation to the other hands in our own range, not some guess as to how Villain plays his.

On this multiway flop, we must downgrade the relative hand strength of everything we can hold. A2s
 could be a reasonable check/call in a heads-up pot out of position. We would balance this by also check/calling some stronger and even very good hands. Multiway, we know that check/calling drops in value since it gives up more protection and invests money against value heavier average betting ranges.

The tier of our strategy directly below check/call is not, however, check/fold. In a polarised betting model, our two checking ranges are cordoned off from one another by a range of bluffs. This range will mostly contain flush draws, the strongest backdoor draws with two overcards and some wheel gutshots with Axs
 . Depending on how Hero wants to vary his bluffing range, a hand like our current one can be turned into a five out semi-bluff as we disregard its showdown value in this climate. Betting the flop with such a hand provides nice board coverage for future streets since we can connect with cards like an A
 or 2
 , on which most of our other bluffs brick. Note that our hand also blocks 22
 , which can only be a good thing.

Let's now decide whether to continue bluffing turn. We can ignore any exploitative hunches about this specific Villain's folding tendencies on this card. It is very early days as far as the HUD data goes. It does seem likely that this a turn on which an average Reg can have plenty of pocket pairs to quickly throw into the muck. We could consider overbluffing here against the population, but let's have a look through a balanced lens first.

On the turn in general, roughly 50:50 bluffs:value creates a balanced polarised strategy. Although Villain's pot odds are better than 50% against a normal turn bet-size, our bluffs improve on the river much better than his bluff catchers do and even have implied odds in this sense. This means that Villain cannot call profitably just because we are bluffing his RE% (required equity %) of the time.

Let's map out our value range first. We will continue betting the turn for value with:


[KdQd
 , AA (no club), Ac3c
 , Ac5c
 , Ac6c
 , Ac8c
 , Ac9c
 , AcTc
 , AcJc
 , AcQc
 , QcJc
 , QcTc
 , JcTc
 , Tc9c
 , 9c8c
 ]


Note that we are not value betting sets or good pair + flush draw hands. While these hands can be ahead when called, the downside of being raised when we hold this much showdown equity plus draw equity is too great. Pot controlling is the idea with hands like this and they can be balanced by the bluffs we don't choose to follow through with.

The above value range is 17 combos and will afford us a similar amount of bluffs. We should start with some flush draws. I would bet some hands like 
Ac
 Jx
 and 
Ac
 Qx
 on the flop. These 8 combos can be the starting point. We should also add some hands that do not make flushes on a 
club

 river. This way we can still have a bluffing range if the board runs out as such. A2s
 is a more useful hand to use than A3s
 due to its set blockers and so we can load in 6 combos of A2s
 and A4s
 . The remaining bluffs might be made up of combos of one of the wheel gutshots, but the important part is that we must bet the turn with our actual hand.

As for our sizing, it should be big enough to utilise the polarity of our range, but overbetting is strictly out of the question because Villain is uncapped too.

The idea on the river will be to give up on blanks, preferring to follow through with 
Ac
 X
 since it blocks the nuts. On a club
 river, however, our flush draws become value and our actual hand steps into the role of a bluff. There is a certain harmony to this strategy as we get to cater for all run outs in a clear orderly way.

The Coach's Line: Hero Bets $7.75
















Hand 37 - ABC

In my opinion, one of the worst things to ever happen to the aspiring poker player community was the ABC school of thought. Instructors of this faction based entire video seres and even books on how to play a completely unbalanced fit or fold value-based game that would suffice to beat only the very lowest limits. The idea was to teach a simplified and easily destroyable strategy that a Fish would not be good enough to destroy. The motivation behind it was to negate the presumed incompetence of the student, or perhaps of the coach. The problem with playing in this way can be split into three horrible sub-problems:


	The student becomes reliant on a strategically unsound understanding of the game that gets him stuck as soon as he hits a tougher game.

	In the modern climate, such a strategy will not even beat 5NL 6-max on- line after rake without god-like table selection.

	When you learn a complex discipline using flawed foundations it becomes incredibly difficult to overwrite bad habits and evolve into a reasonable player.



So how is this hand relevant?

Hero could 3-bet this hand in a linear strategy if the average Reg is particularly stationy vs. 3-bets, even out of position. Hero could 3-bet this hand some smallish amount of the time in a mixed strategy as it does dominate some suited broadways and connectors effectively that might call. What this holding does really well, however, is play in position vs. the full extent of SB's stealing range and crush the pairs SB makes with better ones. In a polarised strategy, which should be the default at 25NL zoom where Regs are somewhat afraid of calling 3-bets out of position, this hand is never ever a 3-bet. Hero starts this hand well.

If only he continued as he began. ATo
 is about as far from a mining hand as you could possibly get. It does not call pre-flop to occasionally make a strong pair and continue to put money into the pot. This hand dominates a lot of Villain's air on dry harmless flops, which miss both ranges hard. 853r
 is one such flop.

The vacuum problem with folding to the c-bet is that calling is just +EV and folding is 0EV. Our hand has great SDV against the average polarised flop betting range and dominates any Tx
 and many of the Ax
 that make their way into a c-bet range. In reality, the Zoom populations below 100NL bet far too much out of position and not enough in position. This general read suggests that Villain will, on average, be bluffing too often here, or perhaps even range-betting, which is indefensible with such a diluted range advantage. Exploitatively speaking, Hero's call is higher EV at 25NL than it is at 50NL. It would be even higher EV at 5NL. So much for crushing the micros with an ABC strategy...

The strategic problem with folding is that we justify the above flawed population strategy of c-betting too much. In fact, we make it great. We simply must defend this flop with many hands that are a lot weaker than one pair. The strongest A-high we are likely to have is quite far up our range. It has to be called.

There is no need to deploy a raising range until we have a clearer read that Villain is range-betting or close to it. Since it is still fairly likely that we are facing a polarised range, we should refrain from raising a thing. Raising is very effective against a merged betting range (one that bets medium strength hands), but very ineffective against a polarised one. Villain's sizing looks more polarised than merged, but I hate to give the average Reg credit for understanding any of this.

Even if we did desire a raising range here against the population, ATo
 is the wrong hand for the job. It has clear showdown value, robustness on many run-outs, and little EV to gain by raising. A hand like 97s
 is the opposite and gains much more by raising at some stage in the hand.

Nowadays, we are getting closer to banishing the ABC school of thought and all of its outdated harmful teachings. However, until students stop turning up for lesson one with an ABC education thus far, I will continue to preach in defiance of this awful approach to the game.


Summary to The Student:
 This flop fold is a large strategic error. 25NL might be too ambitious a game to frequent until these fundamentals are patched up.

















Hand 38 - 4-Bet Evolution

This is a spot that leading poker research has changed its mind on about thirty times in the last decade. In 2010, when I first started having real success on-line, it was criminal to call a 4-bet with anything, ever. In 2014, it was criminal to 5-bet as the GTO boom swept over the world and caused a sudden obsession with the protection of calling ranges. In 2017, with the help of engines, we have come to understand that whether we call or 5-bet 100BB deep with hands is often of little importance in a vacuum. Instead, having balanced uncapped ranges for both actions is the most strategically relevant thing.

This is a spot where the engine would almost always defend to the 4-bet and mostly by calling. We are very far up our mixed 3-bet range and so folding can be completely eliminated for human purposes, regardless of whether or not the engine chooses to do it some tiny percentage of the time. The real choice is between calling and folding. The factors that normally affect this sort of decision are:


	Stack Sizes: Deeper stacks make 5-betting less effective and calling better.

	4-bet Size: The larger he 4-bets, the better Hero's risk:reward on semi-bluff 5-bet shoves.

	Population Polarity: The more polarised the population, the better flatting becomes.



Let's flesh these out in the context of this decision.


Factor 1:
 The effective stack at the start of the hand is 113BBs. This used to be considered a fantastic stack for the 4-bettor and for 4-bet bluffing because we used to be robotically terrified of calling 4-bets. If Hero was reduced to the options of shove or fold here, the extra 13BBs left in the stack represent a worse risk for claiming the pot as it stands. If Hero runs into Villain's value range, he loses more than he would with 100BB stacks. If he runs into Villain's bluffs, he wins the same as he does with 100BB stacks when Villain folds. We used to 4-bet overbluff here because we believed it to be unexploitable. This was before we realised that 4-bets offer great pot odds and that calling with great pot odds is, well...great, even with a smaller SPR. This stack size makes Hero even more inclined to call than normal with a suited playable hand in position.


Factor 2:
 This sizing is relatively small for an OOP 4-bet. Hero should feel more incentivised to call since his pot odds improve and his risk:reward ratio on a semi-bluff shove worsens.


Factor 3:
 Humans are usually more polarised than engines. We see things in more black and white terms and rely more heavily on vivid boundaries and separation criteria to make sense of the poker world. An engine has an easy time dicing up combos of the same hand into very precise frequencies. In order to remain more robust with board coverage and more protected against counter strategies, the engine calls hand X 37% of the time in some spot, raises it 58% and folds it 5% of the time. Humans do not play in this way. The upshot is that the population, especially at the intermediate stakes, is still heavily polarised between a pure bluff and a pure value hand in a spot like this, and perhaps, always will be. It is very rare for a Reg to 4-bet 99
 or AQo
 . Hero is encouraged to flat a hand of strength 1 against a range of either strength 0 or strength 2. It makes little sense to 5-bet without getting a much better risk:reward.

Also note, this polarity renders Hero's equity very good against many combos in Villain's range. We are in very fine shape against the likes of A5s
 . This means that we do not deny Villain's bluffs too much equity by 5-betting. If our hand was something like TT
 , then 5-betting looks more attractive as it becomes more important that we protect equity against Villain's KJo
 etc.

Is there any hand that we should 5-bet given our assessment of factors 1-3 above? I think not. A very simple and effective strategy here is to call this 4-bet in position with everything we choose to defend. This is the best way to counter a polarised range that might even frequently overbluff given Villain's aggressive looking player profile and the general lack of balance among the population at these stakes.

The Coach's Line: Hero calls $6.25
















Hand 39 - Bricked It

Here in the UK, to 'brick it' is to shy away from a certain course of action through fear. The connotation is that there is some shame in declining to take that action - that the subject is overly timid and should be condemned for it. The pun is on the run-out; you probably got that part.

It is not unreasonable to mentally adjust the chances of Villain being a Fish before you even decide upon a flop line. Someone who flats out of the SB against a steal is playing a suboptimal strategy, unless BB happens to be a weaker player and he knows it. Hero's 3x open is actually intended to target the Fish on the BU, but catching one who is out of position to us is even better. The flipside is that this is 5NL and the Regs are generally bad enough to make basic errors like this a lot. The player type read would be a lot more reliable at higher limits.

There is little downside to treating Villain as a weaker player and judging the post-flop play in a vacuum. In this case, large sizing with a strong value hand is perfect on the flop especially since value is urgent, and the texture liable to deteriorate fast for Villain's calling range. However, it is essential for the student to understand what base strategy he might be deviating from. Most of the time that he experiences this texture, Villain will be a Reg, so he'd better get comfortable with the default approach. What does the balanced approach look like?

Against a Reg's average small blind flatting range, range advantage is less. Hero's overpairs are still quite powerful here, but they are far from the nuts. As the SB has a more confined calling range than he does in the BB, he will more commonly have pocket pairs and suited cards, his range is therefore more polarised between made hands and awful air, but he has a flush more frequently than Hero does given the mass of offsuit holdings diluting Hero's range. It is therefore, probably not quite defensible enough to range bet, but if Villain were big blind, it would be very justifiable. JJ
 is strong and vulnerable enough to slot right into Hero's value range in a polarised strategy. It does best by getting its value sooner rather than later and can get three streets on the best run-outs. It turns out that the strategic thinking yields the same result as the exploitative approach did: we bet large here.

There are some illuminating differences between how this turn should be approached in theory and what is best in reality here.

I recommend checking behind some less vulnerable value hands like AsTx
 in a balanced strategy. Since we are in a weak pool against a possible Fish, we can forget this burden and simply value bet wide and large with any hand better than a decent top pair. In a vacuum, we crave our value as soon as possible because Fish remain quite stationy when the turn does not change the texture. "If I was ahead on the flop, I'm still ahead" is perhaps one of the most common and useless thoughts a weaker player has.

In a balanced strategy, I would bluff with many combos of flush draws. These hands have large equity as turn bluffs go and there is an abundance of them in our range. This allows us to increase the usual turn ratio of bluffs:value from 50:50 to something slightly higher. In practice here, I would bluff far less with non-nutted flush draws as a Fish will be playing far more offsuit stuff than he should out of the SB and there is some reverse implied odds due to this on spade
 rivers.

In a balanced strategy, I'd be tossing the odd 
Ac5c

 into my bluffing range. This gives me some air on spade rivers and allows me to balance my nut flushes with some bluffs. In reality, this strategy is so bad when Villain is a Fish, that it is prudent to avoid it when there is a fair likelihood of this being the case.

I could go on all day about the various things that are completely different in GTO Land and Fish World. The skill of separating the two, but knowing each very well individually is paramount to success.

The river is where my student 'bricks it', and I don't mean his flushdraw. Our player type reads just have become even more reliable than they already were. How is this possible? Let me explain.

While a Fish has a very small range that calls flop and folds turn, a Reg takes this line a reasonable amount, understanding that betting ranges contract regardless of board texture. Now we must work backwards with deductive logic. A Reg will make it to the river maybe 60% of the time that he calls the flop. The Fish will make it there closer to 80%. The Fish already had more combos in his flop calling range to begin with, maybe twice as many.

If we added up all of the times a Villain in the pool flatted SB then called flop and then turn on this board, we would find a very large percentage of them were Fish. This inference is enough to assume that our Villain is now just a bad player most of the time. Even if he wasn't, it's unclear that betting river would be too thin. We still have heaps of busted draws that we want to bluff with and JJ
 is still a strong enough value hand to balance these out.

Against the now very likely Fish, however, JJ
 is an extremely profitable value bet as this opponent gets to the river with far more offsuit Tx
 than a Reg would ever play with in the first place. A weaker player is also likely to call the turn with very weak hands like 77 (no spade)
 and will have a reasonable calling frequency on the river with such combos because he 'puts us on the ace of spades' or whatever other excuse a station uses to avoid the fold button. Another dreadful weaker player tendency is to unjustifiably narrow his opponent's range to just one type of hand for no reason at all.

Moreover, most players are likely to have raised by now with a vulnerable flush and so our value bet remains thick enough. We must bet this river. As we are targeting someone who is frequently a weaker opponent, we should not worry too much about balancing our sizing. Making it around half pot should gather us plenty of crying calls and keep our risk down since our hand is far from nutted.


Summary to the Student:
 Your river line demonstrates either a lack of player type analysis or a mental game leak of monsters under the bed, or both.

















Hand 40 - Choices Choices

This is a hand that can be played in one of two ways on both streets. What kinds of conditions cause us to favour one option over the other? What do we do as a default approach when no such decisive factors are present?

As we should be well aware of by now, there are three types of 3-bet range in our pre-flop toolkit. The polarised range thrives when fold equity is high and we desire a flatting range. The Linear range is the go to in spots where flatting is just bad per se and where fold equity is very low. The mixed strategy is the most modernly popularised and excels when Villain is continuing often enough to a 3-bet but not so often that we can become completely value heavy. The mixed strategy assigns frequencies to certain actions by certain hands, gives us a stronger bluffing range, more board coverage and more easily constructed balance post-flop.

In a polarised strategy this hand is always a call because it's too good to 3-bet. In a linear strategy, this hand is always a call because it's too bad to 3-bet. In a mixed strategy, this hand is usually a call, but can have some bluffing freuqency assigned to it. As the hand is quite weak post-flop, we do not want to bloat a mixed range by always 3-betting these kinds of hands. As we are also 3-betting suited connectors and suited aces sometimes, we need to be sparing with the combos we are not going to continue to a 4-bet. There is nothing wrong with a range that assigns something like a 25% 3-bet frequency to hands like this, which fall just on the outskirts of where the 3-bets stop as hand strength becomes too weak to play in a larger pot (at least without high pre-flop fold equity).

On the flop, there is another very close choice. Again, the engine will raise sometimes and call sometimes. The human may want to simplify. In order to avoid the pandemonium of splitting up post-flop choices into non-rounded percentages, we may choose 0% or 100% frequencies. Which is better with 8s6s
 ?

The raising branch involves check/calling a blank turn next. The idea is to raise a high equity hand on the flop that performs excellently against draws and floats of various types. By getting Villain to commit another 5 or 6BB on the flop we trap more money in the pot against both hands that we crush and hands that we have great redraw equity against. Win, win.

But calling is also spectacular in its own way. We put an extremely robust hand in our calling range that can call again on every single turn in the deck. When we call the flop, we see the turn 100% of the time. This is not true when we raise. Moreover, the weak flush on spade
 turns is a nice candidate to check/call a second time and keep the pot smaller. There is definitely a lot to be said for pot control when we have a hand that usually ends up with either a bad pair or a bad flush on the river. By keeping the pot smaller, we also completely bypass the branch where Villain stacks us with a better flush and this can only be good for the soul. Finally, this is a flop spot that people will 3-bet far more than an engine does. Having more nutted draws becomes more important in this landscape than having a pair of eights to accompany a bad draw.

I recommend always calling this hand on the flop and using stronger flush draws to build the larger pot; or at the other end of the scale, hands that do not begrudge raise/folding.

Raising is fine. I don't fault you for it, but calling is an easier line to play. If you do raise, pot control is the name of the game on most run outs. Remember it's Villain's floats and draws that you really crush on a blank turn and check/calling is likely the best way to extract a bet from them without getting blown off of your equity. If you do call and bink the flush on the turn, keep check/calling. It is far too thin to check/raise turn and shove river. This is a very polarised line for a very polarised range. Villain will be somewhat revolted that you called down the whole way with a flush and it will protect you from regs who abuse holding the ace of spades in a spot like this.

Now onto the exploitative factors that may be present in this sort of spot. If Villain is overly aggressive, call down. This lets you put more money in against the bluff range that you so neatly crush.

If Villain is nitty and scared, then turn the hand into a bluff raise to then follow through on turns. You can be confident that you are now against a capped range, as an ABC player would likely have fearfully 3-bet flop with a nutted hand on such a wet texture where the nuts do not stay the nuts.

If Villain is a station, then simply call and then go for the thin value check/raise and a large river bet on spade
 turns.

There is a plan for every Villain, but the most important one of all is what we do against an unknown Reg. This is the core of the opponent base and the foundation of good strategic play.

The Coach's Line: Hero calls $1.33
















Hand 41 - Bet-Size Architecture

Sizing is a tricky beast. The correct sizing for a spot can fluctuate wildly based on whether the spot is balance sensitive or exploitative; whether the Fish's calling range is elastic or inelastic; the effective stack; the board texture; our own range shape; nut advantage; position; polarity; and much more. It can be easy for the student to get disheartened as he optimistically imitates the sizing of an instructor. Perhaps he hears an echo of his coach's voice while playing a spot which is completely different to the one in which that advice was originally uttered. Either way, he's told that the sizing is a mistake and its back to the drawing board.

The squeeze is a multipurpose type of raise:


	Squeezing denies implied odds to wider ranges than the squeezing range.

	It also thins the field, enhancing the equity of the large cards within the squeeze range that lose a lot of EV from going multiway and failing to pick up the pot, or flop the best hand less often.

	It feeds the red line by generating pre-flop fold equity.

	It can be for pure value.



These reasons mostly suggest that squeeze sizing should be large. We need to discourage multiple callers, who may be swayed by an anticipated domino effect should we size too small. Thinning the field is our main priority with most of the strong and linear range we normally use to make this play. Any hand that enjoys implied odds and multiway action is best flatted here. The squeeze is to offer a way out to those hands which do not enjoy this environment, but that are too strong to fold. A normal squeezing range, assuming unknown opposition here, should be something like:


[JJ+, AJo+, KQo, AQs+]
 (80)

Some of these hands are clearly pseudo bluffs, which are there to balance the value hands, block Villain's more nutted holdings, and can survive heads up if they do have to see the flop. Other hands are thin or thick value that also have this strong interest in thinning the field. The above range desires at least 4x a normal 3x open to achieve this fundamental common aim. Hero's squeeze is a bit too small for my liking. There will be more three way pots now than our range would like.

In this spot, Villain is presumably opening and defending a very tight range and so Hero is advised to take a more set-mining, pot controlling line with [TT- JJ, AQ]
 , ditch the dominated offsuit hands, and 3-bet for cleaner value only. Our squeeze range should be more like:


[QQ+, AK]
 (34)

Our range will not matter for post-flop analysis. It is far better to approach a 23/8 passive Nit with your vacuum analysis ready to go. How do we play our hand to best maximise EV against his range? Well, firstly Villain's calling range pre-flop should be very tight. I would expect to see something along the lines of:


[TT-QQ, kk, AJs+, KQs, AQo+]
 (67)

The lower case kk
 represents that we're only giving Villain half of the combos of this holding. While we expect QQ
 to play this way close to 100% of the time, KK
 might 4-bet pre-flop somewhere around 50% of the time. This frequency is unknown so we go with an estimate for the average tight passive player.

If we bet the flop and get called we might estimate that Villain will continue something like:


[TT-QQ, kk, AhJh
 , AhQh
 , AhKh
 , KhQh
 , Ah
 Kd
 , Ah
 Ks, Ah
 Kc
 , Ad
 Kh
 , Ah
 Qd
 , Ah
 Qs, Ah
 Qc
 , Ad
 Qc
 ]
 (30)

Against this range we have 55% equity. Value betting the flop seems like the best choice. It is far more profitable against passive players to be the bettor rather than the caller. Hero's sizing is not well thought through. It is about as awkward as he could possibly choose. When the SPR is non-standard, get your hand off the mouse and calculate the consequences of the bet-size you are mentally loading up. What does it do to the SPR on the turn? If it leaves you with something grotesquely cumbersome like 1.5 times the pot, it is likely a mistake. There are three main branches worth considering here:


	Villain has nothing and folds flop. In this branch it will not matter whether we sized 17BB or 47BB, we will not get value.

	Villain calls flop and calls turn all-in. In this branch, the better the price he had on the turn, the wider his turn calling range and the better our equity. We gain by drawing Villain's stack into the pot more evenly than we have tried to do here. Against our over-sized turn shove, there is likely to be a significant contraction in Villain's calling range on the turn. This is a very bad thing for a marginal value hand like AA
 .

	Villain calls flop and folds turn. Now the more dead money we trapped in the pot to collect on the turn, the more we won.



This branch analysis indicates that the student needs to size up on the flop if he is planning on shoving the turn.

As played, the turn shove seems too thin. Just because we would have liked to have bet flop and shoved turn, does not mean that we must stick to this plan rigidly even after we've messed up the pot growth rate. It is a very bad thing to allow this weaker player a really obvious fold with his nut flush draws now. By betting around 40BB instead, Hero will get value more often from these hands, which cannot draw profitably with only 20.5% equity, especially since we can happily check/fold a heart river.

As played, we can assume that now Villain folds all of his flush draws to the shove as well as TT
 . Even if we make the optimistic assumption that QQ
 and better always stacks off, our equity when called on the turn drops to 51%. This is a lot lower than it needs to be on a turn which is so good for us. If Villain is going to correctly fold a flush draw to a shove, we at least want to have won more on the previous street before he does so.


Summary to the Student:
 Pay attention to bet sizing and plan ahead more when the SPR is non-standard.

















Hand 42 - Modern Warfare

This hand is all about accurate range vs. range analysis and how to exploit a powerful nut advantage on the river with a polarised range. If you analyse the river considering only your hand and Villain's range, go back and consider your own range
 before reading on. This is a Reg vs. Reg war. Awareness of the overall range battle is imperative for finding the optimal strategy.

Pre-flop, I make a very standard defend to a min-open. The CO min-open strategy is becoming more and more popular and for good reason. Recently, there has been a gradual shift away from cold calling both on the BU and in the SB. If two of our three opponents are going to be 3-betting frequently and rarely flatting, then it makes sense to make a smaller CO open-size. That said, if the table is less aggressive, this sizing will invite more multi-way pots than we can tolerate - use it selectively.

Our 3-bet strategy is a mixed one. The suited counterpart to this hand and its close relatives will have some 3-bet frequency assigned to them. In the absence of a read to suggest that Villain folds very frequently to 3-bets, however, 87o
 is too inferior to want to build a large pot out of position. A marginally +EV call from point of decision is best.

Developing a raising range on this flop is permissible, but less attractive against Villain's larger sizing. The large sizing does two things:

Firstly, it makes Villain's pot odds unattractive if he does happen to be c-betting too wide. This means that bluffs are investing enough already that we do not feel the need to raise and protect our equity as badly as when Villain bets half pot or less. We would not want to allow KQo
 and 76s
 to make one small bet and then see the turn and river for this tiny price against our flop continuing range. However, when Villain bets two thirds pot, this worry is relieved somewhat.

Secondly, this sizing is more commonly the symptom of a polarised c-betting range, against which raising is not such a good idea.

If we developed a raising range on the flop, we'd want to control the size of its bluff portion. Raising every combo of 87o
 would bloat our semi-bluffs considerably. In any case, this hand is not so suitable for building a huge pot from the flop since it suffers from some reversed implied odds on the turns that it hits. Hands like KJ
 fill the role of raises more elegantly, but again we must ensure we do not go overboard and raise every single time. Calling flop is certainly solid here with our hand; raising range or not.

The turn is not a bad spot to check/raise. Our larger flop floats are either nutted or very showdown heavy and so will be leaving our bluffing range at this juncture. We do need some bluffs and there are probably not enough turned flush draws to serve this purpose on their own. It would also be nice to have some hands that we can keep bluffing on a flush card river. Our hand cannot continue the turn by check/calling as it has no way to win on the river unimproved. The choice if Villain had bet the turn would be between raising and folding. Raising seems like the most optimal strategy since we do need to balance our very strong range here. This is a card that smashes both players' flop ranges.

Villain checks back and so none of those interesting branches get to play out. The actual branch, however, is perhaps even more intriguing. What did Villain's turn check do to his range? It certainly capped it at one pair or worse. The river makes both players a lot of hands like top pair, two pair etc. It gives us less air as 
Ad
 X
 now claims enough showdown to stop bluffing. Our bluffs are now the scarce combos of 87
 and some former showdown value that we can now turn into a bluff since it will win close to 0% of the time by checking. Hands like 98
 and J9
 now step up to join my bluffing range. Since we have plenty of these bluff combos, we can bet big, but how big?

The other crucial piece to this strategic puzzle is that we have a large nut advantage. Our range is still very much uncapped after we procedurally check the turn to the previous street's aggressor. As we already noted, villain's range is capped. When nut advantage is this significant, over-betting becomes strategically mandatory whenever Hero has enough air to balance it, and we certainly do here provided that we bluff our 9x
 .

A size of around double the pot will make life very mentally and technically uncomfortable for our opponent so I choose that size. My value hands win more now and my bluffs are protected by Villain's worse required equity. Villain cannot really show up with anywhere near as many nutted combos as I can, so my strategy has no downside. This is not exploitative in the slightest, but another example of the strategic over-bet.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $9.40


















Hand 43 - The Melting Pot Stab

As we move up in stakes, the min-open on the BU turns out to be a little too small. In our quest to make a cheap BU steal with a very wide range, we are seeking the theoretical balancing point where Villain is not incentivised to profitably call very often, but nor is he able to negate our position by making reasonably sized 3-bets that are not so profitable for us to call. The min-open does a fantastic job of the latter at the cost of the former. Calling is a little too good here for Villain, at least in theory. The student of course knows this and uses this size exploitatively. The 5NL Reg is awful out of position and defends nowhere near enough to small range-bet strategies on flops. The plan is clear. Hero min-opens and c-bets suitable boards small until his heart is content.

Villain's 3-bet is quite small after a min-open and allows us a very comfortable path to meeting our MDF (minimum defence frequency) of around 45% as long as we are refraining from stealing too wide in the first place. 88
 slots as obviously into a calling range as a key into a lock.

The flop is also not too difficult to navigate. Showdown value plus nutted outs combine to place us very near the top of our bluff catcher range. The downside of 88
 is its vulnerability against a wider array of overcards than JJ
 would suffer from, but this is counteracted by its redraw potential. There are branches where we win a very large pot against Villain's value range and this is less true of JJ
 . Although the flop is an obvious call, and there is no raising range here for Hero, he should take a moment to appreciate how far up his range this hand is on this texture so that he can avoid overfolding the turn, at least against active opposition. As it is, we are sat in the 5NL Zoom pool where Regs generally do not bluff turns in 3-bet pots without good equity. On rainbow turns and textural bricks, they will undoubtedly underbluff and we should therefore overfold.

The turn check is not normally too tricky from this population. It is one that could be made by the whole range if Villain was strategically competent, but this is almost never the case in this pool. There is more capping than there should be in the average 5NL Reg's check. The 9
 smashes Hero much harder than it does Villain. [97s, 98s, T9s, J9s, Q9s]
 should all be defends vs. this pre-flop size, but not necessarily 3-bets for Villain or even flop bets if they were. It is certainly time for Hero to bet with a very wide range now. Why? Because protection is incredibly important on such a texture. This is where the melting pot
 stabbing range comes into play.

In less flowery speak, our betting range should be very merged. Hero is betting everything from 9x
 to overcard floats, to flush draws, to mediocre pairs. Whenever we are betting such a wide array of stuff that incorporates medium strength protection bets, we should keep our sizing small. The function of the bet with this hand is mainly protection, but it is not unheard of to get some thin value here too from 76s
 or even AK
 .

Hero's sizing is not huge, but probably still too big for his range's purpose here. I prefer a bet of around $0.75. As for the final decision point of the hand, I fully agree with Hero's play. I cannot possibly imagine the population coming anywhere near to balancing this line with enough bluffs. This is a spot where the average Reg is generous enough to offer us close to 0% equity. As our pot odds demand more than 0% for calling to be reasonable, we should graciously accept his offer and fold. Do not be seduced by these pot odds. Even the 7
 river is not guaranteed to make us the best hand all of the time, and we certainly do not have the odds to draw to it.


Summary to the Student:
 A fairly solid hand, but consider why your range wants to bet this turn and what size best suits this purpose.

















Hand 44 - Precision

Some students immediately reach for the 4-bet bluff button in this pre-flop spot. An active Reg has attacked our 3-bet and we hold two excellent blockers and an offsuit hand that feels uncomfortable to call. So what's wrong with this knee jerk reaction? Not much, but it's very close. Let us investigate further.

I recommend a wide CO opening range of: [22+, A2s+, K6s+, Q8s+, J8s+, T8s+, 97s+, 86s+, 76s, 65s, 54s, A9o+, K9o+, Q9o+, J9o+, T9o]
 (398) (30%).

Assuming we 4-bet for value with: [QQ+, AK]
 (34)

4-betting KQo
 implies that our flatting range is stronger than this hand. Probably somewhere around: [77-JJ, A9s-AQs, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, AQo]
 (90)

We could balance our 4-bet value range with 1.5:1 bluffs to value since our value hands are mighty and our bluffs are still in reasonable shape. Villain will also not be getting a great price on a light 5-bet shove so we can afford to fold quite often facing a shove. Since we are in position and therefore less likely to get flatted, we may favour blockers to board coverage and 4-bet bluff:


[A7s-A8s, A2s-A5s, K9s, AJo, KQo]
 (52)

Between these three ranges I would be defending to the 3-bet 176 combos of the time. This is 44% of the original range. Folding 56% to a 3-bet against someone who has thus far been very active is slightly too tight for my liking so I choose to bump [KQo, AJo]
 into my flatting range and replace my missing 4-bet bluffs with weaker hands. Being confident in my post-flop strategies, this slight modification should be warranted.

Sometimes I even see a student 4-bet KQo
 BU vs. BB or SB vs. BB and both of these 4-bets are far too nitty. We should be calling this hand and 4-betting worse as a bluff lest we overfold dramatically given our wider opening range from these positions.

Onto post-flop. We should be looking to defend very often against this likely range bet. This is a board on which Villain's range advantage is fairly profound and concentrated. Whenever our overcards contain two 
clubs

 or one spade
 (or better) on this texture we should be looking to float. If we miss these floats, then Villain reaps even more red line EV than his range advantage entitles him to. Try to build a flop defence strategy that involves folding these backdoor draw combos and you will see how easy it is to overfold to this c-bet size. Nevertheless, this hand is pretty much the rock bottom of our floating range. The 
club

 floats are superior to the single spade
 floats due to the higher implied odds when their flush completes. There will be only three card to the 
club

 flush on board, where as the spade
 flush will be very obvious if we do make it and much more easily beaten.

Sometimes I see students float the flop with something like 
KhQh

 and this is a large mistake, which equates to an absurd strategy of never folding despite a large range disadvantage.

The turn is another one of these merged betting range spots where we loath to give a free card to all of Villain's give ups. Capping our range at this juncture is quite ugly and allows Villain to turn too many of his turn check/folds into river bluffs and realise free equity. Our sizing is once again small just as in the previous hand since we are betting such a mismatch of different hands for protection, thin value, thicker value, and as a bluff. I prefer no bigger than 1/3rd pot in this spot. Note that our sets are in fact boats here and actually rather like it that Villain is incentivised to call and make a flush sometimes on the river.

We can plan to follow through on non-spade rivers since we do not block, but lose to AsX
 .


The Coach's Line: Hero Bets $6.50


















Hand 45 - King Konk

My Granddad used to be a very keen cribbage player. As a child, I would sit on a little stool opposite his armchair and play for hours on the little green square felt tray he'd produce along with the old wooden pegging board. One time, I recall him slamming down a king from his hand and emphatically declaring 'King Konk!'. I was not too sure what that meant until years later when I realised that he must have heard something about a King Kong movie, but remembered the name incorrectly. This hand goes out to you Granddad. Thanks for teaching your family cards and instilling the passion for strategy games in our blood.

I prefer to make my pre-flop 3-bet slightly bigger from out of position. It really cannot cost anything, especially since 4-bets are scarce in these seats. What it gains is a reduction in Villain's implied odds. We make it worse for him to flat already marginal holdings like [99-TT]
 and punish overzealous set-mines that are by no means uncommon at these stakes. I'd go 10BB here, but it is not the most EV sensitive decision in the world.

Let us map out the range with which we make this 3-bet. In TGM, I advised the microstakes player to develop a SB calling range against UTG, and sometimes HJ too since these positions are seldom squeezed below 25NL. Nowadays, I think this is probably an unnecessary risk and it is true that the games are becoming more squeeze-happy. People are shifting towards 3-betting linear ranges instead of cold calling in a variety of pre-flop spots. I do not hate a highly polarised strategy such as [KK+, KQo, A5s.]
 . This is the right sort of ratio and avoids ever getting 4-bet when holding a hand like AK
 , which at these stakes can be rather unpleasant.

A more modern approach, however, is to 3-bet something closer to: [99+, AJs+, KQs, AQo+]
 and simply never jam over a 4-bet. This linear range will always fold or flat if re-raised as it is very ugly to flat a capped range to an early position 4-bet. It is also not an amazing spot in which to 4-bet and call off AKs
 or even KK
 . Playing flat or fold against a 4-bet avoids this dilemma.

The flop is a most definite range-check. We might have all of the sets here, but Villain has them as a more concentrated part of his range. While some Villains will 4-bet [KK+]
 pre-flop, they will almost always call [JJ- QQ]
 and often 99
 . Hero is also out of position and holds a lot of hands that really hate betting such as [AQ, AK, TT, KK, AA]
 . Our sets can check/raise on such a wet texture along with [TT, AsKs]
 if we want to balance. Our overpairs and [KQs, AQ]
 can be check/called, and the other AK
 can be happily check/folded.

When Villain checks behind, it becomes very likely that his range is now capped. Hero can start firing polarised. I would certainly bet my KK-AA
 on the turn along with some AQ
 . We can balance this by turning a good deal of our AK
 combos into a bluff since these are the rock bottom of our range. Some hands like AJs
 and TT
 should be check/calling to bluff catch against Villain's own AK
 and to protect the remainder of our AK
 that is still check/folding.

The student should enjoy an uncapped vs. capped advantage on the turn because his flop check contained nutted hands, but Villain's probably did not. As a result, the student's turn sizing is too small. In order to apply more pressure and increase the EV of betting a polarised range, betting close to pot to set up a larger river bet is advisable. If we want to forgo even betting with AQ
 , instead electing to check/call those combos, then we could even overbet with [KK-AA, 99-QQ, AK]
 . This more polarised strategy should work very well against the population for a bet-size of around 26BB which sets up a river shove.

As played, the river check is wrong for several reasons:

Firstly, I would not be surprised if 90% of 10NL regs automatically bet the flop with AsKs
 . Other than that, it is difficult to see how Villain could make a flush.

Secondly, we do not block AQ
 at all and that makes 12 combos of it very likely. This hand has no reason to bet if we check, and so by not value betting the river, we are throwing away a lot of value against a large part of our opponent's range.

Thirdly, we want to bluff here a lot and in order to make AQ
 , which is Villain's most common holding, indifferent to calling us, we should ensure that we are value betting wide enough.

Finally, check/calling is just very bad here. The way this hand has played out, Villain is unlikely to make it to the river without a fair degree of showdown value. The weakest combos in his range are things like TT
 and KQs
 . These hands are very unlikely to summon the courage or know-how to bluff. I do not give the average 10NL player credit for doing this as even most 100NL regs fail to balance well enough here.

While it is unlikely that Villain has too many value combos here, he should have even less bluffs in practice. [AJs]
 is 2 combos, but 2 is greater than 0. If he calls the 3-bet with more suited broadways than the average Reg, then that is a few more value combos to add to his river betting range. It is also not impossible that we were wrong about Villain's flop play. Perhaps there is a small average frequency for showing up with sets and quads here still.

I would fold the river. I highly doubt we're getting bluffed more than around 5% of the time in this spot by this population.


Summary to The Student:
 Polarised uncapped ranges should be betting large when the pot still needs building. Try to avoid check/calling value bettable hands (or any hands for that matter) in spots where the population has next to no bluffing range.

















Hand 46 - The Defensive Trench

The CO min-open is mostly effective when Villains ahead are playing a very 3-bet or fold strategy. SB does this most of the time, effectively, whenever he's a semi-competent Reg or stronger. BU does this a lot with BB being somewhat on the wild side. BB has so far failed to separate his VPIP and PFR at all and has 3-bet almost a third of the time he's had the opportunity to do so. If there is ever a spot to min-open the CO, this is it.

Sadly, BB disappoints us by violating the pattern so far and flats our little enticing open. No problem: I'm more than happy playing in position against someone who could easily turn out to be an Aggro Fish. As Villain could also be a Reg at this stage, however, I refuse to do anything too exploitative. I plan to hide in the safety of the defensive trench until provoked to deviate by some bogus sizing, weird line, or other such clue that my opponent is incompetent.

I start with a small range-bet. Much of my betting range on this flop is where thin value meets protection like AK
 or 77
 . Because of this, my range does not need to bet big. There are arguments to increase our sizing in spots where the board is insanely bone dry such as 952r
 or 663r
 , and the solver engines recommend doing so to capitalise on a larger range advantage, where even [AJ-AK]
 are fairly mighty hands and Villain struggles to hit anything. This texture is not so amazing for me, however. While it is good enough to deploy a 100% c-bet strategy, Villain will have Qx
 nearly as often as I will so my sizing remains small.

Villain's flop raise looks suspiciously overbluffy from this already aggro looking player. I have a very easy call with the top 60% or so of my range as a balanced strategy against this sizing and QT
 is firmly in the top 10-20% - a no brainer defend.

The turn is far from the best card in the world since it discourages bluffs from some flopped straight draws by pairing them up. It also makes a few straights and potentially two-pairs where Villain is raising the flop merged. That said, we have no reason at all to overfold our range and are high up enough to call as part of our defensive strategy. I call again with the itch to overcall blank rivers due to the very significant amount of the time that Villain is some reckless Fish. What puts me off making this player type read is his flop and turn sizing. Fish do not normally bother with such precise sizing. That is the mark of a Reg. Still, overly aggressive regs equally tempt me to overcall a blank river. The ability to type in an exact bet-size does not preclude Villain from being unbalanced and just plain bad.

This river is excellent. Two pairs and sets have just been combinatorially slashed and flush draws have bricked. I will need a very good reason now to consider folding my hand since it has no club
 blockers at all and this is a wonderful thing on a brick river of a two-flush board. We leave Villain's busted draws totally unblocked. Suddenly, Villain's sizing becomes a nice rounded number. As curious as this is, I do not yet know what it means, if indeed it means anything at all.

The only thing that makes me consider folding for a second is that this bet-size is completely and utterly incompetent and incompetent Regs do not usually balance a half pot bet with enough bluffs. Villain's range is undoubtedly polarised and so his sizing will make it even easier than normal for him to overbluff. Why then does he go half pot, a size that offers me great pot odds? It could be a number of things: fancy play, lack of sizing understanding, anything really. An ABC Reg will be very value heavy and potentially incapable of ever bluffing for half-pot, but we have very good reason to suppose this is the opposite of an ABC Reg. We need just 25.6% equity in a vacuum to call here and we should be calling 66% of our range in theory to this size if we want to remain in the balanced defensive trench. I don't even think that I do. I'm still going to overcall my range here. It's just too easy for Villain to be completely out of control. His value range is tiny since his high 3-bet stat makes it very likely that he 3-bets [KQ-AQ]
 pre-flop.

The lesson here is to avoid making a huge mistake and fold just based on 'unbluffy' looking sizing. Calling will never be bad for these odds and against someone so active thus far. Whether to remain in the defensive trench, and if not, which side to leap out of is one of the most key decisions for the success of an aspiring poker player.


The Coach's Line: Hero calls $10.00


















Hand 47 - The Golden Rule

I have little to say of pre-flop in this hand other than that the student's 3-bet should be bigger. The open is less than 3x so to make a 3-bet that is also less than 3x out of position is a little misguided and offers Villain a very nice price and some healthy implied odds to do what he will do any way and call. We should prevent Villain from accidentally playing well by being a station. Let's not justify the predictable leak of calling too many 3-bets.

The flop is a mandatory bet against any player type. The difference between playing this flop against a Fish and a Reg lies in what we do with the rest of our range. Against the weaker player, vacuum thinking and long-term EV come together in near harmony. Taking the best line to maximise value is far more important than balancing. What is good for the hand is good for the range.

I would find a check against this somewhat aggressive looking player when holding [AJ-AQ]
 . I am likely to get raised by hands like 99-QQ
 a fair amount of the time and getting blown off two good overs and a gutshot would be somewhat of a tragedy. I also don't mind developing a capped checking range against this Villain. If Villain were a Reg, however, I'd recommend that the student bets everything for somewhere around one third pot. This strategy is incredibly robust and self-balancing.

As for the student's sizing in the actual hand, it works against the weaker player who will likely call any Ax
 . We want to get our value sooner rather than later on low boards as showdown value tends to deteriorate at a faster rate on these textures.

Now for the turn and what I'm going to fleetingly call 'The Golden Rule'. I say fleetingly because I've called about 80 rules 'The Golden Rule' in my years of teaching the game. This one is about as golden as golden can get, however. Here goes:


On average, a weaker player calls a wider and weaker range than the one he bets.


This simple, obvious truth is so often forgotten in the eight second frenzy of a fast game time bank. Hero plays this turn well, though his sizing is a little on the large side for the thin value and protection he is trying to accomplish. Protection, is a phenomenon that has grown hugely in popularity in the last few years. We used to undervalue it. It really matters that we prevent hands that are folding to a bet from beating us at showdown, especially when we very often have the best hand. This is the case here: TT
 is still good very frequently, but it has significant equity vulnerability to many of the combos that it's ahead of.

Betting does two things then. It gets money in against Villain's range in a healthier way since we do not risk becoming a victim to the filtering process 'The Golden Rule' warns us of. Secondly, we protect our equity and win the pot against AQ
 100% of the time that AQ
 is folding the turn instead of the 77% that checking will yield us. Here in lies the striking importance of protecting equity. Meanwhile, if AQ
 happens to be calling the turn, then great - all the more thin value for us.

The J
 is a very friendly card for Hero to see. It misses Villain's range very often. As a result, Hero has the best hand very frequently, especially when you consider that a weaker player will often raise stronger hands immediately on the flop. This completes the puzzle of protection betting. We must have the best hand very often. Otherwise, the protection bet only functions against a small part of Villain's range and has too much of a downside against the rest of it.

The river is a little gross. There are two viable options:


	Bet $5.00 as a block and cry if we get raised.

	Check/fold.



Option 1 is enticing since Villain has played passively so far in this hand and might well be capped. It is fairly unlikely that a hand such as 88
 or AK
 will decide to shove over a blocker bet. I like this line as a bet/fold, but I feel a little uneasy about the times Villain does decide to bluff shove over it for whatever reason.

Option 2 is perhaps more likely to encourage a bluff shove. I feel a bit worse about this line since it also fails to maximise value in the very common branches where Villain is holding something like A5s
 or 77
 .

I am going to choose the block bet option. I'd likely fold to fast shoves over it as a decision to bluff raise here will take at least a little mental digestion. If Villain tanks and shoves, I might flip a coin. We'd only need 21% or so to call it off. Timing can be very useful in such a spot.


Summary to the Student:
 There are a few sizing issues here especially pre-flop, but you have the right idea on the turn. On the river I'd bet $5.00 and watch closely for timing tells. Usually Villain will click call and we'll win, but there are some iffy branches once we take this line.

















Hand 48 - Swift Decline

This is a hand that enters into my 3-bet range in these positions against one very specific sort of opponent only: The passive Nit. The reason for this is that such a Villain requires polarised treatment since he is rarely flatting our 3-bets. A3o
 is normally a satisfactory flat, but if the Nit in question is significantly understealing his SB, then this hand can be demoted to a 3-bet bluff. The A
 blocker is very useful for this role and the 3
 barely blocks his folding combos since he's hardly opening any hands that contain one in the first place.

This Villain is, from early impressions, quite far from a passive Nit. As a result, our strategy will be a mixed one and our hand will be an unenthusiastic flat. We expect to improve upon the EV of folding by making this call, but hardly to be in the green for the whole hand.

Middling pairs that connect with the board are less vulnerable and more turn friendly than ones that are formed in the pocket. They have 5 outs and some hidden implied odds to hit them. As a result it is not so necessary to protect them since the later streets are somewhat more playable on average. It is not necessary in the first place to develop a raising range on this flop in position, though it becomes more defensible if we have the read that Villain's c-bet frequency is very high here for this sizing. The flop call is normal and the hand is fairly high up our range considering the high frequency with which we have to float.

The turn would not be an absurdly tight fold, but pay attention to our range. It still contains a lot of Ax
 , pocket pairs, and general whiffed floats such as 9s8s
 . As most 50NL robotic Regs tend to automatically blast this turn with too wide of a range, we are able to defend a five out hand with some showdown value and nice blockers fairly easily in the warlike climate of blind vs. blind. Solid strategy demands that we have some hands to fold on the river and we can slot our current holding into this category.

The river gets interesting since our hand has deteriorated at the same rate at which our range has improved. Whenever there is an inverse relationship like this between increasing/decreasing hand strength and range strength, we can draw some neat conclusions.

If range strength has increased, but hand strength has decreased, then it may well be time to bluff if we have become weak enough to be classed as the bottom of our range.

If range strength has decreased, but hand strength has increased, then it is time to consider value betting.

Here the former is true and A3
 is comfortably awful enough to turn into a bluff. It will win at showdown close to never, but we can represent a lot of strong value hands since we are mostly airless having called the flop and turn on a board that has, by this point, hit most drawing hands in some way and improved a lot of showdown value too.

Our sizing does not need to be excessive because we do not reach this river with too frequent an itch to bluff. Most of our range is value betting or checking and so our sizing can be balanced at a smaller milestone than normal. Villain will not be getting much equity with a bluff catcher, and we'd like to be able to value bet as thinly as any two pair or better. For this reason we can settle on a modest bet size. If we reached this river with more air, our sizing would increase and overbetting a polarised range would become a reasonable approach.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $8.75


















Hand 49 - Finish Him

Nothing is very certain in poker. It is far from infrequent that an allegedly solid player - according to our HUD at least - calls three streets with a horrible underpair and leaves us wondering if we should just give up the art of bluffing for life. I have a very soft spot for blockers due to how they override this normal lack of security. One thing that is certain in poker is that when I have the 
Qc

 , you will not also have that card. This card does not block one just combo of your KQ
 from your range on a K-High board, but three. The hand shrinks from 12 combos to 9. I know with certainty that you are significantly less likely than normal to hold that hand. Let's see how blockers play out here.

This hand illustrates one of the most common and useful blocker patterns that the student can learn. Hero should be using a bet-size of 1/3rd to 1/2 pot with all of his range on this flop to avoid the birth of some unnecessary and fold-equity-surrendering checking range. As we are betting as merged as can be, there is no reason to size large and every reason to keep it small.

On the turn, it's time to start considering where in our range we are in terms of suitability to barrel. Firstly, we do not have much showdown value and this promises a greater EV gain between betting and checking to showdown. So far so good, but if we're betting a hand with very little equity, are we betting too wide as a bluff? Absolutely not. We will be holding a flush draw or even a gutshot very rarely here. There are two feasible turn strategies here, let's explore them and see why our hand is a mandatory bet in each.


Strategy 1
 is the more polarised option where we bet tighter for value, use larger sizing and do not really bet just for thin value or protection. This sort of strategy affords us less bluffs as we have fewer value combos to balance them. Our sizing in this model should be large since we are representing hands stronger than the average mediocre hand such as K4s
 . In this model we shall check a lot of our weakest kings and lesser showdown value, planning to call river leads. This balances our give ups, of which there will be many.

The upside to this strategy is maximising value with our more nutted hands and increasing the EV of betting our better draws and some of the hands with no showdown value at all that we choose to bluff. The downside is that we have to give up more air combos and lose some protection with a hand like 99
 . In this strategy, we still do not have enough flush draws to bet only these as a bluff and QJ
 does a fantastic job of reducing Villain's most likely calling hands which are [KJ-KQ]
 . We also need some combos to follow through with on a spade
 river as a bluff.


Strategy 2
 is the less polarised option. Here we bet merged, smaller, and do so with the aim of protecting more equity and applying pressure more frequently to Villain's flop floats. In this strategy our current hand is still a bet as having a wider value range affords us some more bluffs, even though the smaller sizing then limits our bluffs again. We should still check back the turn sometimes in this model with a medium to strong hand, but less often than in Strategy 1. This option is a better idea against populations that overcall their range on the flop to our small sizing. The more polarised strategy is better when the population plays too tight on the flop. I expect the latter to be the more likely read in this pool and so I would save Strategy 2 for a tougher population than 25NL Zoom.

Hero's sizing is not a disaster and can be okay if his strategy lies somewhere in between the two suggested above. In reality, however, I think larger and more polarised is better due to likely having had more fold equity than we deserved on the flop, and thus, Villain's range being more likely to naturally call turns against smaller sizing. I'd make it around 7.5BB here.

On the river, Villain could still be uncapped on a fairly dry board like this, and so over-betting is probably not prudent. I'd rather size around 17BB here, which will give us a balanced bluff:value ratio of around 30:70. Our range has improved significantly now. While we may not be able to value bet as many top pair as we might on a blank river, we have just acquired a lot of flushes to fill this gap. I wouldn't have every flush in my range at this point, due to the need to check some with showdown value on the turn such as As5s
 and AsQs
 , but I would have a lot of the other ones.

Our actual hand is now an absolutely perfect bluff. It blocks flushes and still blocks [KJ-KQ]
 , which should not be folding. It is also harder for us to show up with air on this river. That said, we have easily enough bluffs to meet our required bluffing frequency for this bet size, but possibly not so many that we would be interested in betting large in the first place. If we fail to bluff this hand, we fail to bluff the best possible hand in our range to follow through with. It seems that we have no bluffing range whatsoever and this is a strategic travesty. No wonder it is a population read that one should overfold the river at 25NL, if this is how the regs play.


Summary to The Student:
 You did just about everything right, but then butchered the river badly. More balance awareness and bluff selection work is needed.

















Hand 50 - A Merge Too Far

Sometimes students can have a misconception about the range they are supposed to play based on their flawed interpretation of a term. Some students 3-bet 42s
 BU vs. CO because they have decided that they should be 'polar'. Some students take 'polar' far too literally and decide that they need to 3-bet very very bad hands and very very good hands. In reality, by 'polar' we just mean that there is a distinct gap between value and bluff separated by a calling range, not that there is a licence to go all the way down to the worst hands imaginable.

Linear is another term which causes confusion. Some students have seen instructors recommend a linear range in response to an open from a weaker player, where fold equity is not expected. This range is always value geared and can become quite nitty when the weaker player in question is opening a very tight range to begin with.

But Lack of Fold Equity Linear
 is not to be confused with SB Linear
 . The former is the result of a stationy opponent. The latter is the result of not wanting a calling range. To play a mixed or polar strategy necessarily entails the existence of a calling range. When we are going to be 3-betting everything we're playing, it makes sense to start from the top and work our way down. This type of linear range certainly does not require a nitty approach. A4s
 is a very suitable hand to play in a 3-bet pot while also going for some fold equity pre-flop. It is true that this renders it more bluff than value, but it is not coherent to lump hands in SB Linear ranges into these black and white boxes. The real purpose of the 3-bet is to apply pressure to a wide stealing range and to play a hand that falls within the top X% of most playable hands for the situation, depending on how wide the population opens and how they continue to 3-bets.

The flop is a range-bet. Hero has a large range advantage due to the average Reg's propensity to 4-bet the nuts pre-flop. Hero's range gains a lot of vital protection by always betting and is defended strategically by its strength. Even AK
 is a pseudo value bet here.

The turn is a very interesting spot, in which it might be tempting to turn our hand into a bluff instead of meekly check/folding. Clearly, check/calling is not appropriate with such a weak hand on a turn that hits a lot of the floats, against which a check/call line would normally seek to bluff catch. The trouble with betting is that this hand bloats a bluffing range too much and does not fit into the strategy I am about to define for how I would handle this situation.

Protection is still very much an issue. Hands like A9
 and TT- JJ
 are quite vulnerable and would like to bet often rather than offer a free card. They are still best very often, despite the fact that the Q
 improves some of Villain's flop floats. We want to barrel a lot of bluffs here too. In practice, this is a turn I'd bet very frequently with all kinds of thin value, turned top pairs, thick value, and protection. We also have a great deal of combos of semi-bluffs that we'd like to bet. A sizing of $8.00 should do the trick. This denies equity to floats and hands like [A2s-A5s]
 in Villain's range.

While we are betting very often here, we cannot always bet, lest we end up betting hands with showdown value but horrendous equity when called like AKo
 . We should give up our current hand here, which falls into the same kind of boat. Due to this, we must check some stronger hands to check/call. The least vulnerable and most suited to this task are probably weak queens, 
Ah
 Ax
 , etc.

There are so many hands like [KJ, KTs, JTs, T9s, A3s, A5s]
 as well as heart draws that are more suitable bluffs here, that betting A4s
 really is going to bloat our range too much. Moreover, it is too weak of a hand to bet for merged purposes since it will almost never be good when called. This is far from true of TT
 if we keep our sizing down. Betting this hand really is a merge too far.

The Coach's Line: Hero checks
















Hand 51 - Guess It's Just a Cooler

I hate the term 'cooler'. Not because it referred to most of the other kids in school, but because poker students abuse it to justify horrendous mistakes very often. What does it mean to say something is a 'cooler'? Here is my idea of a good definition:

Cooler (N): Any poker situation where optimal play results in a substantially negative outcome.

There is a strong element of predetermination in the sense of this word. A cooler is something that we should not escape with optimal play. Students frequently call things coolers based on flawed definitions of the word such as:

Cooler (N): To lose a pot even though holding a very strong hand in absolute terms.

Slightly better, but still incorrect is:

Cooler (N): To lose a pot even though holding a very strong hand relative to the board.

Much better would be to deem nothing a cooler until you have assessed that your hand was in good enough shape to invest money in the way you did, as the best line, against Villain's suspected range at the time of the hand. Now let's see how this hand demonstrates the importance of defining this term correctly, if you must use it in the first place.

This sort of passive Nit is identifiable through a small VPIP and PFR with a relatively large gap between them. A Reg who runs 27/21 does not have an out of control gap between these stats, but he also plays loose enough to begin with. When these stats drop as low as 18/11, a 6% gap becomes rather large and usually indicates one of the most scared, face-up player types we expect to encounter at the virtual felt.

Hero's flop bet is fine. The good news at this point in the hand is that Villain will have very few combos of trips here. It is unlikely that he flats more Qx
 than [AQ, KQ, QJs, QTs]
 (20). This could easily be less if he folds KQo
 pre-flop, but it is quite unlikely that he 3-bets any of these hands with any significant frequency. We can posit some weaker hands too, against which we have a very thick value bet. [66, 77, 88, TT, T9s, 98s]
 (30) are likely to call on the flop. There are also a few flush draws, which our specific jacks do not block. For now at least, we can make a thin value bet which is likely better than both check/calling and check/folding. The problem with the latter is that we are far from certain that Villain checks the weaker part of his range here. The problem with the former is that we give free cards and are likely to be investing money against a stronger range of hands than if we bet.

This turn probably encourages the pairs in Villain's range to call again more than a blank turn might. It also slashes Villain's Qx
 combos in half. If he calls a smallish bet again with [77-JJ, AQs, KQs, QJs, AQo, KQo, 98s, T9s]
 , then we have a comfortable 74% equity after value betting on this generous turn card. The issue is that, against a timid opponent, we can expect a fair degree of elasticity with our sizing. If we go too large, we risk blowing out hands like 77-88
 and this would reduce our equity when called to 61%. This suggests the best sizing is rather small here, as narrowing Villain's range too dramatically is likely to harm the EV of our value bet.

Certainly, due to Villain's passivity, however, betting turn is a lot better than check/calling. We saw this golden rule in play in an earlier hand. Hero's sizing is not too bad, but our EV might improve if we reduce it slightly and ensure calls from weaker hands. When ranges are so sensitive to sizing, we should consider bluffing larger than we value bet as long as the spot is exploitative. On the other hand, where ranges are overly inelastic, we can take the sledgehammer approach for value and then bluff smaller.

The river is getting thin now. I still agree with a thin value bet since we have 62% even if we remove the [77-88]
 from Villain's river calling range. We should be careful at this point to keep the sizing very much under control. As a weak timid player becomes likely to start folding a significant amount of his range, we should size small enough to avoid value-towning ourselves. Potting it here would very likely to result in having less than 50% equity when called.

Hero's size is not too bad, but I would rather shave a little off. The key here is that weaker players are prone to viewing a bet, not in relation to the pot, but in absolute monetary terms. 19BB is not much over half of the pot, and it is true that this is far from large, but 19BB is also a lot more than a passive Nit is used to investing without a very strong hand. It becomes disastrous whenever we hit that tipping point where Villain only continues with quads. We should play it safe to avoid this as much as possible. I'd size around 15BB here, myself.

And now for potentially the easiest fold that I have ever seen in my career of teaching the game. There is probably less than a 1% chance that Villain does not have Qx
 after this shove. We can estimate this very reliably based on an ironclad player type read and experience of how this kind of Villain plays. Even a fairly aggressive regular will struggle to ever have a bluffing range at these stakes in this spot, so where does this put the placid Nit?

I am actually shocked sometimes at how the cocktail of a strong absolute hand and a large pot can blur all logical capabilities and cause such huge mistakes as this river call. This mistake is usually internally excused with reference to one of the earlier flawed definitions of a cooler. After all, there is nothing worse than folding the best hand, right? Wrong. Investing 69BB with 1% equity is quite a bit worse.


Summary to The Student:
 This is not a cooler in any way shape or form. It is a barbaric call. This is a shame given how accurately you played the hand until now.

















Hand 52 - Bring an Umbrella

When the climate is dry, Hero, as the pre-flop opener has his way. His uncapped range allows him to bet very often and for smaller sizes with a merged or even all inclusive range. To continue the metaphor, this flop is monsoon season. When we consider our lack of position and a horrible nut disadvantage here, betting becomes very undesirable with a great deal of our range. Betting never becomes much more correct on a board like this. Let us investigate why.

First off, why does a lack of position hurt the EV of betting in general? It's quite simple. When out of position, we have no control over whether or not money goes in on the turn and river, and how much. Villain holds this power and thus the EV of every call or raise, which he makes on the flop or turn goes up. Our EV from betting consequentially takes a hit in all of the branches where Villain continues, and on this texture, that is a lot of branches. This means that should our betting range drift too far from balanced, it can be exploited very effectively and this is even more true when Villain holds an abundance of nutted hands.

Secondly, the texture grants our opponent a clear nut advantage here. Let us state for the record that the nutted hands on this board are sets and better. [88-TT, QJs]
 (13) are in both players' ranges, and probably to the same extent. That is precisely the problem. While our range is very diluted and full of hands like [AQ-AK]
 and other measly holdings, Villain's is not due to the tendency for regs to 3-bet these kind of hands pre-flop. It really is a question of dilution vs. concentration. We are diluted. He is concentrated. We both have the nuts, but he has them much more often. Let's investigate the details.

UTG, in a reggy line-up, I am inclined to open something to the effect of: [66+, A9s+, A2s-A5s, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, AJo+, KQo]
 , which is 152 combos after the flop. On this flop, I have one of our so called nutted combos 13 / 152 = 8.5% of the time.

Now what about the enemy? How often does he wield a nutted hand? The average cold call range in a game without Fish in the blinds (they'd be noted if I knew of them) looks something like: [66-TT, ATs-AJs, KJs-KQs, QJs, JTs, T9s, 98s, AQo]
 (59 combos on this flop). Villain holds the nuts here 13 / 59 = 22% of the time...Yuck.

Let us now define a new term: air advantage
 . Let air advantage constitute holding air significantly less often than your opponent. It's relevance is similar to that of nut or range advantage. The player with the least air is more liberated to bet, raise and call; while the one with more air is forced to check more often; both to give up and to protect give ups. On this board we have [KQo, AJo, AQo, AK, A2-A5s]
 and more examples of hopeless trash of which Villain holds relatively little. It is also clear from this point of view that our range wants to check.

Just as the BB caller checks to the UTG raiser on A33r
 like a dog barks at the postman, we check here. It's natural and we will always do it. There is no hand that we desire to bet as there is no simple coherent strategy that involves betting. If there are reasonable betting strategies available, these will involve very low almost irrelevant betting frequencies and we shall ignore these in a quest to simplify and solve the game in a practical way.

Of course, we still want to get value sometimes, and on this board we want to do so quickly. The solution is the creation of a check/raise value range and a check/raise bluff counterpart. Our weakest hands will check/fold because they are horrible trash. These parasites to our range require some balancing. They drain our range of its betting combos until there are none left. Any hand good enough to make some sketchy thin bet that exposes us to a raise is better used as a check call to protect these piles of check/folding combos. Here are some examples of what the strategy looks like fleshed out.


	Check/fold: AKo


	Check/call: AA


	Check/raise value: TT


	Check/raise bluff: AJ
 sometimes.



There is a frequency with which we should check/raise our current hand. It is quite difficult to have a blocker to a set and still be bluffing, but it is easy to block the straight. Hands containing a J
 will make excellent bluff raises. We want Villain to be holding some pair - this is our target. If we can reduce the amount of the time he holds the nuts, we make our target more prominent in his range.

It is, however, important that our bluffing frequency does not spiral out of control. If we check/raised every AJ
 , we would be cramming 16 combos directly into our bluffing range. As we previously noted, there are only 13 nutted combos to use a value check/raises. Therefore, we must show some restraint and keep some bluffing slots for flush draws and different kinds of turn and river coverage. It cannot be correct to always check/raise AJ
 .

It is never possible in-game to solve a spot precisely in 15 seconds with respect to our whole range, what it is possible to do is be confident that our play with this holding in front of us is consistent with a sensible and close to optimised strategy. I am sure that assigning a raising frequency to this hand is consistent and so I choose to check/raise. Do I always make this choice? No. It is important that sometimes I elect to call because that is also consistent with solid play and needs a frequency assigned to it. If I bet half pot here, I would not be taking a line consistent with such a strategy and would have made a theoretical mistake.

I do not know exactly what my range is for check/raising. To figure it out combo for combo in every spot would be to overload the mind and learn too many slightly different strategies in too many slightly different spots. It is not efficient poker practice. What is efficient here is being able to quickly estimate an optimal approach and to take lines consistent with that. If you watch a modern live-play video from a strong instructor, you'll observe them thinking in this way in order to survive in the world of in-game decision making.

Do not become a player with a perfect theoretical understanding of 3 out of 50,000 different spots, who struggles to string two thoughts together in-game. There is a gap here, and it will develop if you allow it.


The Coach's Line: Hero checks


















Hand 53 - Theory Meets Practice

This is a pre-flop spot that calls for some special strategic consideration. Population reads suggest that the average Reg will not be bluffing too much in a spot like this. A weaker player has opened from the HJ and BB is cold 4-betting. Fold equity is not non-existent for Villain, but should be rated as considerably lower than in a typical Reg vs. Reg vs. Reg cold 4-bet spot in late position. Where the open comes from is key to how we should play our range as the 3-bettor in these spots.

A few things can guide us in these situations:


	Hero does not want to shove many hands at all for value. Even KK
 could be in mediocre shape getting it in here.

	It is unclear how much fold equity a bluff shove will yield. It could be that bluff shoving is close to break even against balanced opposition and plain terrible against Regs who are too value heavy.



If we choose to flat KK
 , and do not really want to bluff shove, the very concept of a 5-betting range becomes rather silly. A more coherent strategy is to flat this cold 4-bet uncapped. This has a few useful advantages as we will see.

Let us have a look at a rough minimum defence frequency for this spot. Villain's RFE on a potential 4-bet bluff is 9 / (9 + 6.50) = 58%. There are two factors at play which complicate this math somewhat.

Firstly, since we are defending by calling, Villain will realise some equity when we flat, however, life will not be sweet for him against our uncapped flatting range and he will suffer from some reverse implied odds post-flop with his 4-bet bluff range. Nevertheless, Hero flatting is still likely to be slightly better for Villain than Hero shoving, but not by much. We should make a small adjustment to Villain's RFE to compensate for this.

Secondly, the Fish who opened also shares a small part of the burden of defence. This brings our minimum defence frequency back down slightly.

It is complex and impossible to calculate exactly how much we need to defend in theory to negate an over-buffing strategy from Villain given that our defends come in the form of a flat. We have a tiny adjustment one way and a tiny adjustment the other way to make based on the above two complicating factors so let us estimate that it will not be far from balanced to simply fold Villain's RFE % of the time. This would mean defending 42% of our opening range by flatting.

If we 3-bet from the SB here with something like: [88+, A9s+, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, ATo+, KJo+]
 (162), we require a balanced flatting range against the cold 4-bet of 42% of these combos. This looks like: [TT+, AJs+, KQs, AQo+]
 (68).

If your gut reaction is that this is too wide to be continuing, then you are right. The population at these stakes does not bluff enough in this spot. Without a read that Villain is very cold 4-bet happy, we should overfold substantially, but it is healthy to be aware of what theory suggests both for when you move up in stakes and for the overall thoroughness of your poker understanding.

In reality, I'd recommend flatting: [JJ+, AQs+, AKo]
 (44) at the widest.

So far so good for the student. Of course, in-game, he did not calculate all of the above, but he was able to make a play consistent with an optimal strategy and this should be the aim for any student playing even as high as 50NL Zoom these days where range awareness is essential.

Let us assume that our Hero reaches the flop with the above 44 combos. How wide should he continue to the c-bet? In theory, most of the time. The idea against a wider range full of bluffs would be to protect ourselves by flatting this upwards of 66% of the time since Villain's required fold equity of 33% is helped out by a little bit of pot equity if he is c-bet bluffing the flop. A flop flatting range could be approximated as [JJ+, AKs]
 (28).

In reality, again we feel squeamish about flatting this wide. We estimated that the average Reg is underbluffing pre-flop and it seems unlikely that the betting frequency of a hand like AK
 is too high here.

Let us continue just [JJ+]
 on the flop.

The turn bet creates a raw minimum defence frequency for Hero of 56%, adjusted slightly downwards for bluffing equity. In reality, we again choose to overfold. Calling off just [KK+]
 is my go to strategy and I think the student's fold with QQ
 is a solid exploitative deviation, consistent with the exploitative way in which I've recommended playing our range for this whole hand.

This hand is a great proof that understanding theory is a valuable tool, but that it is not always mindlessly applicable on the battlefield. The top players today have a strong intuitive grasp of concepts like minimum defence and balanced range construction, but they also know when to deviate from the results of such analysis. The population, thankfully, is not a horde of solver machines and so we must avoid ruining our scope for exploitative gain by being too rigid.


Summary to the Student:
 Well played. I think that you have made a solid adjustment to the player pool here. Stacking off in this spot will not yield a good average result, in practice.

















Hand 54 - Cold Call Like It's 2007

Cold calling on the BU is something that happens a lot less frequently now than it used to. This is a natural consequence of an increasingly squeeze-happy population. There are, however, rare times when we should cold call like we used to in the good old days when everyone was far too polite to squeeze a non-premium hand. Back then we were actually permitted to trample the blinds with our positional leverage just by taking a passive capped line. Oh how I miss 2007. I was not a very good poker player then, but then, neither was anybody else.

If it were not for the two weaker players in the blinds, I would never dream of flatting 12 combos of frail KTo
 . It is very profitable to take flops against bad passive players in position. I will be permitted to win far more than my fair share of pots post-flop and my red line will soar. There is certainly an argument for 3-betting here, but note that Villain is described as a Reg. This carries with it some connotations of awareness. If my 3-bet strategy becomes too out of line, future fold equity could be depleted. While I have no doubt that average pre-flop + post-flop fold equity is high here, my strategy is going to be very polarised. I will 3-bet a lot here, but not with a hand that makes a fine cold call. The Fish in the blinds justify this decision and protect me from having to fold much pre-flop after I cold call. These players are unlikely to squeeze a meaningful amount of the time.

A hand I would 3-bet in this climate is something like K5s
 - too bad to flat, but a fine 3-bet bluff. If the Fish in the blinds had been more active so far, I might have to reconsider this wide polarised approach due to the threat of getting called too much by the blinds. I do not want to play three and four way pots all of the time with this hand, but at least both Fish ahead of me appear to be of the tighter variety thus far. This far from concrete read helps me trust the EV of my cold call. Fortunately, both of the Fish in the blinds do fold, reaffirming their likely tighter nature slightly more.

On the flop, we must first realise that our hand is not incredibly strong. While this two pair is ahead of some of Villain's value bets, draws and more merged hands, it is merely a call. The famous oversimplification about two pair is only half true here. I will not get married to it, but I will certainly not play it fast either. Raising here would be to create fairly awful equity for ourselves if the passive Reg continues. Straights are very easy to have; AJ
 is a meaty 16 combos of our opponent's range.

The turn is even worse. Villain's check caps his range, but there is little reason to bet now. What purpose exactly might this bet serve? Zero. It cannot get called by enough worse hands. It can get called by better ones that the passive Reg is declining to bet like sets and the occasional Jx
 . There is no sense in trying to protect equity when no river cards are worth preventing Villain from seeing, especially when we have a flush draw to boot now.

The river is the most interesting part of this hand. I recommend a vacuum based approach against this weaker player. The truth is that it is near impossible for us to have air the way this hand has played out. This is unfortunate as even a weaker Reg may be able to fold fairly good hands to large sizing. We will need to to target Jx
 and hands like AK
 here. How do we suppose to size to get called by them? Not too large, certainly. I suggest a line of betting around half pot. Yes, we are never bluffing when we do this, but we hardly make it here with a hand we want to bluff anyway. Villain is weaker and may well make some absolute hand strength based shrug-call.

Thoughtless greed will not do against a tame capped Villain where it is impossible for our perceived range to ever be weak. Keep the sizing down. Villain's calling range should be very elastic in this spot.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $4.25


















Hand 55 - Overreaction

What students often fail to see to their own demise is that an aggressive Reg, or any player type for that matter, cannot exploit your hand, but only your range. This rule can become less clear in live games if the student exhibits drastic tells that literally give away the strength of his hand, but online, there is no conceivable way that BB can know which part of his 3-bet range Hero is holding when considering a light 4-bet.

This means that any adjustment BB makes that constitutes overbluffing can only be deemed successful if Hero fails to meet his minimum defence frequency against the 4-bet. If Hero happens to fold KQo
 , he has not necessarily done anything to justify a strategy of overbluffing by his opponent. It is how he plays the rest of his range that is crucial to this.

As humans, it can be quite difficult to step out of the vacuum lines of thought, which we rely on to guide our actions in every day life. After I write this hand analysis I plan to turn the oven on. It will be ready in ten minutes for me to put the pizza in. In another twelve minutes I'll have food to eat. I do not have to worry about the oven realising that I always take this same line and thwarting my attempts to make dinner. It is very counter-intuitive for us to see a decision point as one tiny speck in a gigantic long-term battle, as this is not how life works. But that is precisely what we must do if we are to react in a controlled and unexploitable fashion in poker.

Let us examine Hero's drastic reaction here first in a vacuum and then as part of a long-term strategy. We shall see that this line is a grotesque freak-out from either perspective. Of course, the long-term approach is the one that really matters against active Regs. It will not be possible to know for sure that Hero's line is -EV in a vacuum, but we can investigate the conditions that would need to be in place for it to be +EV and see that these are too demanding for reality to readily accommodate. We shall also see how easy re-exploitation becomes for Villain if Hero adopts a strategy consistent with the student's line.

First, into the vacuum we step where the strategic implications of this shove are ignored for the time being. How often does it need to work? This questions requires a couple of estimates to become answerable. Here is the mathematical procedure for getting some idea of how profitable a play like this is likely to be in a vacuum.


	Calculate Hero's EV in the branch where Villain folds to the shove (Branch 1)

	Calculate Hero's EV in the branch where Villain calls off the shove (Branch 2)

	Algebraically solve for Hero's required fold equity to break even given the above values.



Let's get started:


1.
 EV in Branch 1 is equal to the pot Hero takes down that is surplus to the amount he invested from the point of decision of his shove. This amount includes his initial 3-bet as it is dead money by this point in time.

Branch 1 EV = +$17.00

2.
 EV in Branch 2 is equal to Hero's equity share of the total pot vs. Villain's 4-bet/call range minus Hero's investment when he shoves. First we need to estimate his equity when called.

Villain's 4-bet value range is likely no wider than [JJ+, AK]
 . Let us assume that this is what he has when he calls the shove. Against this range, KQo
 has 25.3% equity. Now for the calculation:


	Branch 2 EV = (Total Pot x Hero's Equity) - Hero's Investment.

	Branch 2 EV = (123.9 x 0.253) - 57.95

	
Branch 2 EV = -$26.62




Now for the more mathematical bit. To save time, we shall use an algebra calculator to solve the below equation, which solves for X where X is the break even point in required fold equity, before rake considerations.


	0 = (Branch 1) X + (Branch 2) (1-X)

	0 = 17X - 26.62(1-X)

	
X = 61%




So if Villain folds just over 61%, not considering the impact of rake, Hero will break even by shoving his stack in. This also assumes that Villain plays JJ
 this way, which may not always be true. Our equity gets a lot worse if we remove that hand - it was the only one we were doing reasonably well against. An optimistic conclusion that we need somewhere in the low 60%s for fold equity makes this shove very questionable without reads. There is, in fact, a fairly good reason to suppose that we do not have close to this much fold equity: Villain's sizing.

For an in position 4-bet, this sizing is huge, unnecessarily so. It is less likely, therefore, that Villain is capable of cold 4-bet bluffing when he sizes this large. This is a more advanced play and a player who chooses this massive size does not understand the spot very well. This makes it increasingly likely that, while Villain has been generally active thus far, he does not have a 4-bet bluffing range in this spot.

Hero's play is dubious at best if this read is incorrect and horrendous if it is correct. A huge vacuum mistake has been made here.

Now for the strategic side of things. Villain risks 11.50 to win 5.50. His RFE is 67.6% provided that Hero plays shove or fold against the 4-bet. We shall assume that this is true for simplicity. This means that the student can fold two thirds of his range while not allowing Villain to exploit him in any way with this large 4-bet. Hero's 3-bet range is going to struggle to find too many worse equity semi-bluffs than KQ
 . 25% is abysmal. Hero is therefore either bluffing far too often, or using completely the wrong combos for the job. From a balanced perspective, Hero's line implies a wildly unbalanced strategy, which can be destroyed by the value heavy strategy that Villain may well be deploying.

Overall, this hand is a great warning to others on how not to play poker.


Summary to the Student:
 This line is reckless, marginal at best, and horrific at worst. Please don't do this again without a very good read that Villain is hugely out of control in this spot.

















Hand 56 - Planning Ahead

Against this pre-flop sizing, my call becomes quite marginal. Position and the somewhat frequent presence of the weaker player post-flop should make it just about okay, however, note that Villain's squeeze size does not require me to defend too much of my range. Interestingly though, when the table is fishier, I have to call more combos to the squeeze. This is because I opened wider in the first place, seeking to play pots with weaker players. As hands like 22
 , A5s
 and ATo
 become better opens, so too does my range become more attackable. Therefore, AQo
 falls within my defending range if I am to meet my minimum defence frequency.

It is important to understand the futility of deploying any kind of 4-bet range here unless we have some exploitative reason to adopt one. We want the weaker player coming along and flopping marginal hands, which we might stack when BB misses and we make an overpair or good top pair. We do not want to 4-bet/call or shove with anything like QQ
 or AK
 . These hands will not be in good shape if stacks go in without a very aggressive dynamic. We would also like to avoid flatting a capped range pre-flop as this will play very badly in a spot where ranges are as concentrated as they are here. It is not such a big deal to be capped in late position battles, such as BU vs. BB, for example, as Villain can have more polarised or merged bluffs. A capped range can survive against a diluted uncapped one. Here we suffer a greater price if we cap our flatting range as we run into a linear range which wields a large advantage on most textures.

Since I am incentivised by a weaker CO, I would open on this table with: [22+, A8s+, A2s-A5s, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, 87s, ATo+, KJo+]
 (226).

Villain is risking $7.50 to win $3.25. His unadjusted required fold equity comes out at around 70%. I can probably comfortably fold in the high 60s here without generating profit for an out of control squeeze range. The burden of defence is not just split, but split with a Fish who will flat Villain's squeeze more than he should, on average. It is hard for me to overfold here without being very Nitty indeed. I choose to defend with:


[99+, AJs+, KQs, AQo+]
 (76)

I flat all of these hands. I fold to the squeeze 67% of the time. This should be fine. The goal is not to stop Villain from profitably squeezing AK
 or JJ
 , but to make it unprofitable for him to take this line with a range encompassing more dominated bluffs like KJo
 and A5s
 .

Now onto the flop, and as always, it helps massively that I am aware of the range with which I arrive there. Villain should be checking all of the time. This is a board that smashed my more concentrated range. Note that many Regs will just be flatting the likes of 99
 and TT
 to my open, eager to cash in on their implied odds since a weaker player has come along, rather than building a huge pot. One problem is that KQo
 is more likely to be in his range than mine; it makes a nice double blocker bluff vs. an UTG opening range, especially on a weaker table.

Nevertheless, most of Villain's range is two very large cards, paired or unpaired, and these hands are not comfortable betting. I might well get check/raised on this texture and this thought should govern what hands I choose to bet with and how I distribute my range. Let us first outline my strategy before we designate any precise combos.

I too need to check here when holding an overpair, the hand is just not strong enough nor good frequently enough for me to protect my equity. Getting raised is a travesty if I happen to hold [QQ-AA]
 . I will bet here sometimes, but it will typically be with a hand that does not mind bet/folding or a hand that is good enough to bet and then get it in. My betting range will be very polarised. Now we can flesh out the strategy in detail.


	I will value bet: [99-JJ, KQs]
 (13)

	I will bluff with: AK
 (16). This hand blocks the top of Villain's overpairs and does not mind life if it gets raised as its equity was poor any way.

	I will check back the rest and continue on most turn cards at least to one bet. Villain has so much [AQ-AK]
 here so if he is not careful, he can easily end up overbluffing on the turn.



The reason that we are violating the usual rule of bluffing with less showdown value is that we expect to be raised a significant amount of the time on this texture where Villain should check very often with strong hands. We would rather bet/fold AK
 than AQ
 for these reasons. There is a far smaller EV loss from bet/folding a weaker draw than a stronger one.


The Coach's Line: Hero Checks


















Hand 57 - Fight for Your Range

Most of the stacks that we win or lose are in late position. This is where we get into the wildest action with the widest array of hands. When we flat a 3-bet B vs B, we must be careful to defend enough of our range on the flop. The trouble is that we will not have a pair very often at all. We do not flat bad pairs out of position pre-flop here and we 4-bet the larger ones. This means that on dry and low boards we struggle to have too much. AQ
 is quite far up our flop range as a result and certainly should not be folded to one bet. What sort of hands are we flatting this c-bet with? Most of the pre-flop range, so let's work backwards. What did that pre-flop flatting range look like against Villain's 3-bet?

One common error is opening the SB too wide vs. an active Reg like this guy would appear to be. Doing so creates a situation where it becomes very difficult to meet a minimum defence frequency without making calls that are plainly -EV. Open up a 35% range here, no wider. Make life easy on yourself. You know Villain will be 3-betting you a lot so don't make very marginal opens that are impossible to balance with a positional disadvantage. I'd start off opening:


[22+, A2s+, K2s+, Q8s+, J8s+, T8s+, 97s+, 87s, 76s, 65s, A5o+, K8o+, Q9o+, J9o+, T9o]
 (466)

There is some work to do to meet our true minimum defence frequency here. Villain will be doing rather well when we flat since he has position and both ranges are wide and diluted. His raw RFE on a 3-bet of this size is 3.75 / (3.75 + 2) = 65%. We should adjust this by a good 10-15% for Villain's post-flop advantages, which could make 3-betting very wide a good idea for him if he has anywhere near enough RFE. It is very easy to get exploited in this spot. The answer is not to 4-bet like a mad man (that too is easily countered), but to open a defensible range in the first place, which naturally forces Villain to run into strength on a regular basis.

The student should aim to defend around 50% of his opening range. There are three main ways of defending this spot. We are looking to fill our defence sub- ranges with something close to 233 combos
 without making bad flats or 4-betting too much as a bluff. Here is an outline:


	4-bet/call: [JJ+ AK]
 (40)

	Flat: [TT-77, AQs-A9s, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, 87s, AQo-ATo, KJo+]
 (136)

	4-bet bluff: [A2-A8s, K7-K9s, J9s, T8s, 76s, 65s]
 (56)



In total, the above ranges constitute 232
 combos. The 4-bet bluff to value ratio is in-line and the flats we are making do not seem too suspect in a vacuum. This will do nicely.

On the flop, we should be defending the majority of our range to the c-bet. We shall now start to approximate how to play our actual hand as part of a balanced defensive strategy. It is useful to solve hands in huge detail every now and then, but if we cannot estimate quickly what our strategy should be in-game then we shall struggle to ever successfully apply these lessons.

On the flop, AQ
 has a lot of brute showdown value, dominates many of Villain's c-bet bluffs, and will improve fairly well with 6 mostly clean outs. This must be a call. Even in 2017, where raising flops is back in fashion, I would choose to never raise any part of my range here. Our range disadvantage is severe enough to want to protect our calling range which has to be quite wide and our position allows for slowplays which are normal and fine. Tx
 is just a call on this flop.

This means that on the turn, we are not right at the top of our range, but are far enough up that calling is an absolute no brainer. We should strive to defend a balanced amount in this situation. AQ
 is a very strong hand in this context.

The river is far from ideal for our non-diamond
 combos. With one diamond
 we do an excellent job of blocking Villain's flushes. As Villain seems aggressive, I am going to refrain from applying my usual 50NL read that they do not bluff rivers enough. Against this Villain, I recommend that the student retreats into a balanced calling frequency on the river. To do this, he must avoid the trap of looking at his required equity. We simply cannot calculate how much equity we are likely to have as Villain's bluffing frequency is an unknown essential variable. We should instead construct our calling range based on how the math looks from our opponent's point of view. He is risking 27 to win 40.50. This means he needs us to fold 40% of the time. We shall fold this often in order to protect our range.

Even without a flush blocker, our hand is incredibly high up our range and beats a hand like KQ
 which is an aggressive, but not impossible value bet for some Villains. We also block top set and AA
 which are clear value bets on the river. Considering that we also get to this river with worse queens, calling looks good. We block none of Villain's bluffs which are mainly things like J9s
 , KJ
 , K9s
 etc.


Summary to the Student:
 A solidly played hand. Now call this river. Save overfolding for the more passive looking regs of the pool. It is quite easy for Villain to overbluff if he is not careful when pre-flop ranges are so wide to begin with.

















Hand 58 - Detective Work

If there is one recurring protest students make that really gets on my nerves, it is refusing to make use of player type clues over small samples. In hands like this one, I might suggest using a linear 3-bet strategy because Villain is likely to be a weaker player. Sometimes the student pauses, and if I could see them, I'm sure the look on their face would indicate that I am crazy for wanting to change my game based upon an 8 hand sample. In reality, they are crazy for not wanting to use this information.

There are two parts to this. Firstly, the rationale for why this read is more accurate than it seems, and secondly, the proof that we should use it even if it was less accurate.

First, here are my reasons for the accuracy of this read:


	We know the Regs of a player pool far more often than we know the Fish. The latter come and go from the pool as they go broke or get fed up. A player we have never seen before is, a priori, more likely to be a Fish than the average player is.

	To run 38/25 over 8 hands is to have invested money in 3/8 pre-flop opportunities and to have raised 2/8 times. Normally we do not run this active over the first 8 hands of our session, but a Fish does so commonly. This is a not a great read, but does sway things somewhat.

	3BB is no longer a common CO open sizing for Regs in this pool. They normally make it 2.5BB or even smaller.



Individually, these pieces of information are very small player type clues, but taken together, they make it significantly more likely that Villain is a weaker player who will call too many 3-bets and this demands a linear strategy from us.

Now for the final nail in the coffin as to why we must act on this information. If Villain is a Reg, it will not matter much at all that we chose a linear 3-bet range here and upped our value sizing post-flop. The strategic impact will end as soon as we see that Villain is a Reg as we will then revert to a more balanced strategy. It will not take too many more hands to see for certain. In a nutshell, there will be no time for a Reg to make an adjustment to any thing we are doing. Besides; many Regs call too many 3-bets in position and require linear treatment just as Fish do. If Villain is a Fish, and we adopt a polarised or mixed strategy that uses too many bluffs, we will be making large mistakes frequently. There is a considerable downside to not using our clues, and no downside to using them.

It seems ludicrous now to do anything but treat Villain as a weaker player. We are leaving EV on the table very often by failing to do so and paying no significant price the times that we happen to be wrong.


AQs
 is a no-brainer 3-bet against either player type, so we do it, but we treat Villain as a weaker player from this point onwards.

On the flop, I would be sizing down slightly against a Reg. If Villain were more likely to be solid, I would be betting very often for a small sizing on this texture. Since we are treating Villain as weaker, we should increase our c-bet size with this value hand, expecting a fairly inelastic response to changes in our sizing. The bigger we go now, the more committed Villain feels and the less we need to bet later on to draw his stack gradually into the pot on safe run-outs. In other words, Villain will call any top pair to any realistic flop size and so we should focus on how best to commit these hands later on. These subtle differences in player type handling are well worth digesting fully.

The flop raise from Villain is yet one more piece to the player type puzzle. most regs have no raising range on this texture and tend to make it larger when they do. I expect the average weaker player to be raising two pair plus, some top pair for 'information' and some bluffs from time to time because he feels like it. For these pot odds, calling is essential. Villain is very likely to define his range better on the turn and it costs us very little in relation to the pot to get this information. Weaker one pair hands are very likely to shut down on the next street as are some of the bluffs. on a side note, Fish do not 4-bet much pre-flop and so we should be aware that we might run into AK
 here more than we might expect or desire.

When Villain smashes the rest in for an over-bet on the turn, we see the implications of his flop sizing. It was poorly executed and has built a smaller pot to win on branches when I call flop and fold turn.

We have done enough player type reading and hand reading by this point to make a good estimate as to whether we are likely to meet our required equity on a turn call. That is to say, we shall approach the turn decision in a vacuum from Hero's point of view. We need to be good 35.5% of the time to call. The shortcut is that we're facing just over a pot-sized bet and so need just over 33%. How achievable is this? Not very. There are some wild Fish that show up with a complete bluff here but it is very difficult to even hold a draw as played. There are very few Fish who follow through with AJ
 to this crazy extent. Having gained their precious flop information, they tend to slow down in the face of a call by Hero when holding a marginal hand. I expect to mainly run into two pair plus facing this line.

One final point is that if Villain were crazy enough to have any kind of frequent bluffing range here, it is quite likely that he would even be running wilder than 38/25 over 8 hands. More detective work. Tiny clues have tiny weight, until you stack them up and they become a solid tower of information.


The Coach's Line: Hero Folds


















Hand 59 - Hey Guys, Is This Too Weak?

If you ever listened to The Carrot Poker Podcast or watched my training materials, you might have heard me rant about my hatred of the word 'weak' in poker. The term is extremely misleading. It has connotations that poker is a macho battle of muscle and iron willed determination - a thoughtless quest to avoid being the player who folds first. This outlook will lead to uncontrolled exploitable ranges. Students with the fear of 'weak' make far more bad calls than the average player ever makes bad folds. They are delusional about the aim of the game, which is to have a more sound base strategy than Villain and adapt more quickly and effectively to imbalances. The aim is not to avoid folding your hand, it's to avoid folding too much of your range
 . This distinction will help keep the student out of unnecessary ego fueled troubles.

Hero makes a light squeeze here, but one that stack sizes do justify. When we are both in position and deep against a weaker player, it is worth taking extra risks to get involved in heads-up pots, where no one else will get a share of the extra EV that comes from Villain's suboptimal play. The larger sizing actually helps to achieve this end and does not offer the HJ opener a great way to defend. We are essentially forcing him to call or shove, while cutting back on his implied odds; deterring him from getting involved. At the same time, we are not sizing so big that we offer a lucrative price on Villain shoving with a hand like AK
 . I like this squeeze a lot. Sadly, the mark folds and we are stuck heads-up against a range that does very well against our lowly hand.

The flop is a spot where we must not fall into the trap of betting frequently due to a perceived and probably non-existent range advantage. Villain should be uncapped here. There is very little reason for him to develop a 4-bet range pre- flop with these effective stacks. It is likely that Villain's range contains almost exclusively hands that are pocket pairs or good Ax
 and our range is not doing well enough vs. this to bet indiscriminately. We should polarise at this early point in the hand and check back some showdown value calling hands like AK
 and even sometimes AA
 for balance as well as some hands like our actual one. The plan with KJo
 is to simply give up. We do not want to always call turn leads having checked flop, lest we justify purely value based turn leading strategies from Villain. These are not unlikely given his range strength after the large squeeze and lack of range awareness in the player pool.

There is nothing to worry about in folding the turn as long as we remember to check some stronger hands on the flop. In reality, it is unlikely that Villain will find enough bluffs against our range here. He has showdown value or value very often on this texture and needs to be bluffing hands like AQ
 in order to apply enough pressure. Many regs will fail to do this.


Summary to the Student
 A very well played hand, well done. What were you worried about here? Do these fears highlight mental game issues? Remember that it is the duty of your range to defend enough, not of the worst hands within it.

















Hand 60 - Strategic Traps and Options

There are a few traps to avoid when playing a 2-bet pot SB vs BB. After acknowledging these common failings, I shall outline what are defensible strategies on various board textures. We shall then analyse the hand in question.


Trap 1 - Autopilot C-Betting:
 It can seem very easy and natural on a texture like this to make a lot of automatic c-bets for some automatic sizing. The student can accredit himself with some range advantage here, all be it a very diluted one. As a result, he might think: 'the flop favours me', which it does, but only slightly. Both players share hundreds of combos of the same hands, good or bad, and this makes Hero's 27 unique combos of [AK, KQs, AA KK TT]
 less relevant. This trap emerges when Hero bets too large, too often. I have seen students bet two thirds pot here with hands like 98o
 . This creates a range ballooning effect.

A large c-bet gives Villain a worse price to defend and reduces his minimum defence frequency. This allows Villain to reach the turn, in position, with a stronger range than Hero, without overfolding at all to the c-bet. Villain's range is correctly being filtered on the flop, where as Hero's is not if he bets this size with close to his whole range. The result on the turn is that Hero is now out of position with a range disadvantage and needs to check a lot in order to both protect his many give ups and to avoid overbluffing with a weaker range than his opponent. Having checked very often, Hero then allows Villain the options of dictating the pot size, realising equity for free, and getting to showdown more easily. We can trace this scenario back to see how our flop range loses EV when we bet too much of it for too large a size.


Trap 2 - C-Bet Discrepancy:
 This trap is all to do with the ratio of flop c-bets to turn c-bets. A very common leak in regs at the lower stakes is that they c-bet the flop some amount and then underbluff on the turn. This creates a bloated group of hands which invests money into the pot only to surrender it on the next street. In Trap 1 above, the student's uncontrolled flop range caused these problems. This time it's his lack of turn aggression that is the problem. If we check/fold too many gutshots on the turn of a dry board, we simply cannot generate enough bluffs to balance the hands we want to value bet again. It might not even be that the student fails to bluff enough, he might also check/fold too much when he checks. Some hands must check/call the turn whenever we have a check/fold range and no huge exploit available to us.

Now for the defensible strategies in this spot that can help us avoid these traps. There are two of them and they are both quite tricky to implement at first for students used to committing one of the above two errors.


Strategy 1 - Polarising:
 If Hero wants to adopt the 2/3rds pot sizing or similar that we discussed in Trap 1 above, then he needs to filter his range to avoid the drop in EV we saw if he got out of control with his frequencies. This is a strategy that we have met many times before in this book. We bet a stronger, thicker value range and balance these hands with reasonable prospect bluffing hands. We check/fold our worst hands and make sure that we check/call more often than this in order to prevent Villain from stabbing exploitatively wide.

The advantages of this approach include maximising value with the top of our range, generating more fold equity, and extracting more value with medium strength hands.

The disadvantages include giving up protection and check/folding hands that might have improved.


Strategy 2 - Very Small Range-Bet:
 The 35% bet everything strategy seeks to force Villain to continue with a lower equity range, while gaining protection for all of the medium strength hands in our range. This way, we still reach the turn with a very wide range, but the trouble for Villain is that he must also, if he is to avoid overfolding flops. Whenever Villain plays too tight against this sizing, we enter a very lucrative exploitative world without even trying to exploit. This strategy requires that we continue betting smaller on the turn with a wider more merged range and demands that we are careful not to over check/fold the next street - to do so would be a disaster and is very easily done when we see the turn with something like 550 combos.

The advantages here are denying equity to Villain, value betting thinner, and giving up less equity.

The disadvantages are that we win less with our best hands and make less money against Villain's bluffs when we have stable showdown value.

Unfortunately, we do not always have the luxury of choosing between these two approaches. As the board begins to get wetter, our range advantage dissipates and we suffer the full brunt of our inferior position. This forces us to develop a checking range as we have too many hands that do very badly when called. Villain is strong enough on a board like T97tt
 to attack a small range bet strategy and benefit greatly from doing so.

The actual flop in this hand is still dry enough that either strategy is feasible. Nowadays, I would tend to prefer strategy 2 against the actual player pool because they are far too generous with their fold to c-bet stat against small sizing. If the pool was better at defending the flop, then strategy 1 would be okay. On a drier board where it is very difficult for Villain to make strong hands such as 842r
 I would revert back to strategy 2 again even in a more competent pool.

As played, we shall assume that I am playing the first strategy of polarising. Otherwise, I would not use a checking range at all. In this model, JTo
 is a clear call for at least two streets against the average Reg.

When turn checks through, my hand is a very easy river call in a GTO strategy, but I might just be able to fold it here as there is a nice exploit available. Villain looks to be on the tighter end of the Reg spectrum, having barely cold called or 3-bet yet. Secondly, his sizing is extremely typical of a mindless Reg who only ever has a value hand here. It is very uncommon for the population to balance a river betting range with enough bluffs. Most bluffs simply bet the turn, or do not bet the river so small. What I expect to see here is mostly QT
 , AT
 , weak Kx
 and things like this.

I still feel uneasy about folding as it is, theoretically speaking, very wrong, but it might just be best. One final consideration, however, is whether Villain might be capable of betting T8-JT
 for value. It is not impossible and so I feel compelled to grudgingly call. I expect to see a bluff a lot less than I should, but I cannot bring myself to fold a hand that beats some thin value; not until Villain's nittiness is more obvious.


The Coach's Line: Hero calls $2.70


















Hand 61 - Nitting Needles

We should be under no illusions as to Villain's player type. It is extremely rare for a even a semi-tight player to run 13/10 over 72 hands. if this was not enough of a clue, Villain's slightly bulbous open sizing seals the deal. He is a Rec of the tight variety. Our 22
 is deterred from calling slightly due to the larger open, but what our implied odds lose in making a larger investment, they regain and more from playing against too tight of a range that will have a hard time folding to our sets. A further point is that we will probably end up winning unimproved against [AQ-AK]
 more than we would be allowed to against a more solid Reg.

Villain's flop check is highly illuminating. His range is now almost exclusively [AQ-AK]
 . Very few Nits give free cards with overpairs even on textures this dry. If you have waited three hours to play one hand, are you really going to want to leave the pot so small when you finally make the nuts? This means that on the turn, our hand is a powerhouse value getter and we should not be shy with our sizing. Hero's sizing here was defended by the student's claim that he was mainly just betting for protection and thin-value against Villain's capped range, but the bet is not really so thin. Most players will be calling at least one bet with strong overcards here and so we should make our probe larger. There is simply no downside to sizing up to nearer pot. We will make it worse for Villain to call and I fully expect to get called once, almost always.

Every river card that is not a J
 or higher is a total brick here. Checking the river makes little sense to me. When posting the hand, Hero stated that Villain simply cannot have any value hands as played and so we should check/call. I do not hate the logic after we have checked, but checking will very often just lead to a showdown where we could have extracted a little more from the 32+ combos of two big cards that really have no reason at all to bet now. Why does a Nit, having taken a pot control line with showdown value, then decide to bet the river? Because he's bad? Perhaps, but this still only leads to him making a bet a very small amount of the time.

I am actually baffled by the Nit's river bet and I would call. It is very hard to envision better hands than ours in Villain's range and we require just 25% equity. I suppose we might occasionally run into some timidly played 77-88
 that even this Nit now acknowledges are easy value bets against our line. More rarely there will be some absurdly played AA
 where the Nit is living in fear, as usual, but this time in fear of Hero folding the flop. Then there will be some times when the AQ-AK
 gets bet for an illogical reason such as: 'I think I'm good now.'

Rewinding to before we check the river, however, we certainly should not. The alternative line of betting small makes another bet very often from two large cards and loses no more than the check/call does if for some strange reason we are beat. I disagree entirely with my student that Villain's bluffing frequency is in any way significant on the river facing a check. Seeing him bet is weird precisely because 90% of the time he will check behind and we will win. Betting must be right.


Summary to The Student:
 I agree with your assessment of Villain's flop range but strongly disagree with the assumptions you draw from it. The river is a mandatory value bet, just keep the sizing under control.

















Hand 62 - Bluff Catcher Selection

My 3-bet here could be sized up a little. My range consists of two types of hand against a relatively unknown Reg. Firstly, I have hands that 3-bet 100% of the time as they are too strong to ever want to play in a smaller pot. Secondly, I have hands that have some 3-bet frequency assigned to them, but are not 100% 3-bets due to not being strong enough. We shall split up hands like A5s
 , deviating between flatting and 3-betting. We would 3-bet completely polarised if Villain was someone who folded too much to 3-bets. In 2017 and beyond, there is a trend towards flatting 3-bets much wider than was previously thought possible. Nowadays, a purely polarised approach where we only 3-bet bluff non-callable hands places us in a larger pot out of position with too many very weak holdings. Therefore, I use a mixed strategy to strengthen my lighter 3-betting range instead of relying on K3s
 to do this for me. The EV of my range in a 3-bet pot is very important since we play a lot of 3-bet pots these days. In TGM, we did not touch on mixed strategies, but the book was written in the days when polar 3-bet strategies performed better than they do today.

One caveat here is that Villain sized larger than usual in the CO. This means that our flatting range is more condensed and that we now have stronger would-be folding hands available to turn into bluffs. Moving back to the strictly polarised idea makes more and more sense as Villain's sizing increases and as he folds more to 3-bets. In reality, some mixed strategy is still what I'm applying here.

The mixed strategy grants me a small range advantage on this sort of texture. This means that we are in similar territory here as we were SB vs BB in the 2-bet pot. Our advantage is minimal. We are strong enough here to consider betting 35% pot with 100% of hands and this is the approach I take. Villain will not have an advantage on the turn as our flop sizing forces him to continue wide and we still manage to protect our equity vs. his folding range. Having adopted this strategy, we must be conscious on the turn that both players are still quite wide and be careful not to over check/fold. Villain will still have a lot of A-high, and overcard floats. Not holding a Q
 makes floats very likely holdings for our opponent.

So we start off by checking our AK
 . It is too weak to fit into a merged betting range that utilises small sizing and functions much better as bluff catcher that dominates plenty of its prey. We could bet again for a small size with overpairs, Jx
 , protection hands like TT
 , and bluffs that have less showdown value than AK
 . Villain bets a fairly standard size that requires us to defend most of our checking range, and we have an easy theoretical call with one of the best possible bluff catchers that we can hold.

The river shove seems quite polarised in this player pool and that is definitely encouraging. We block many of Villain's most nutted combos since we remove nut flushes and also K9s-A9s
 . We do not block [QTs, T8s]
 , which are his most likely bluffs. All in all, we have about the best possible bluff catcher available to us and must call without a read that he is underbluffing.

This hand illustrates the importance of viewing the various potential bluff catchers of our range in virtue of their removal potential instead of arbitrary differences in showdown value. TT
 could ostensibly be in our range (though personally I would bet the turn). Some weaker players would call this hand before our actual hand due to its superior showdown value, but when Villain is certainly polarised, this difference is meaningless. Our actual hand wins notably more often at showdown due to its removal and is first in line to call.


The Coach's Line: Hero calls $35.08


















Hand 63 - It's All Relative

With pot odds as good as this, closing the action, with position on a weaker player, there is no question that this hand should be a call. It flops easily enough flushes to make up for the poor pair potential. This hand is even good enough to defend heads-up against this size of BU open.

There are certain flops on which we might develop leading ranges. As I've already preached, both in this book and earlier in TGM, where there is a need for protection and urgent value, we are incentivised to develop a leading range on lower, more coordinated boards, especially with Fish involved in the hand. On board as dry as this one, however, pre-flop raiser will be making a c-bet with a reasonable average frequency and so we can rely on this to prevent both players seeing a free card. We can extract value from utter air by check/calling, which is usually impossible in this spot on a flop like 976tt
 . A check/call will do nicely with this part of our range.

One handy little population read in lower stakes games is that Regs will often play turns and rivers quite straightforwardly whenever the flop was multiway. It is somewhat likely that CO does not barrel this turn often enough as a bluff. A lot of Regs are likely to check a strong blocker bluff like QJs
 more often than they should. I don't mind a slight overfold from Hero as a result, but our hand is of course one of the best in our range to defend with and is the easiest call in the world. Whenever we turn equity of the more nutted variety to accompany showdown value, our hand catapults right up our range as it now prevails against both Villain's bluffs and his value hands on a sizable group of branches.

It is correct not to deploy a raising range on the turn. We do not need to have defended the flop wide enough to have any low showdown value draws that require raising. This is due to the multiway nature of the pot, the splitting effect on the burden of defence and the subsequently lower minimum defence frequencies that this generates for each player. By uncapping our calling range and never raising the turn, we protect the 6x
 , which we hold more often than usual due to the incentive to defend practically any suited combination pre-flop. This is at least how things should go in theory. This fits in well with the fact that Villain's turn barrel range is very likely to be polarised and so raising is less feasible as a general strategy for Hero.

We reach the river, therefore, with a totally uncapped range, but Villain has many more flushes than us. While he needs little reason to c-bet a backdoor flush draw on the flop, we do not routinely call all of these hands, favouring mainly those that also have showdown value; though it is true that we should also float some backdoor combo draws like QsJs
 .

How strong is our hand now relative to what is really going on? Not incredibly. Villain is polarising more and more as this hand progresses towards the river. On this run out, he can still value bet his better Kx
 happily, but will he call a raise with these combos and would that generate thick enough value if he did? While we should be turning some 8s8x
 and As6x
 type hands into bluff raises now, it is not clear that our value range should span as wide as Qs6s
 . It might be co-optimal to sometimes raise this river with this hand, but in practice, I expect standard 50NL Regs to overfold to a raise as such a line is almost never a bluff in a rather unimaginative population.

In practice, Villain is unlikely to be value betting wide enough in the first place and is too likely to underdefend against a raise. As a result, considering the strategies we will predictably face, the right line is to check/call the river. It is also rather disgusting to raise and get shoved on, though I suspect that, in reality, we have a comfortable fold even getting a million to one odds.


Summary to The Student:
 A well played solid hand if you simply call the river. Sadly, raising is sure to yield less than 50% equity when called against this population.

















Hand 64 - The Bluff Factory

Pre-flop is a careless mistake. The debate on default SB open-sizing is very meta-dependent. Recently there has been a move away from polarised 3-betting. This means that we are less likely to encounter very high 3-bet frequencies from weak hands, and more likely to see these flat our opens. As a result, a 3BB open would be fine, if Villain were a Reg who liked to call.

Whenever Villain underdefends his blind, Hero can bank on having much higher fold equity than he deserves with smaller sizing. This causes a soar in the EV of wide stealing strategies and it becomes permissible to fold 70% of our opening range to a 3-bet here. We make so much money during the initial steal against this player type that we do not care about failing to hit some minimum defence frequency that does not matter. The smaller we make it, the more EV we gain by losing the minimum in the rarer branches where the Nit plays back pre- flop. I should 2.5x here.

Getting raised on the flop is not so pleasant against a tighter player, but Villain reps so unbelievably few value combos relative to his overall range that I am not going to deviate to the extent of folding one of my better floats. Two overs and a double gutshot is quite far up my range from a GTO standpoint. There are two other reasons not to make the overly timid flop fold.

Firstly, Villain has already raised a flop c-bet once from two opportunities. Again, I shall stress that we would be self saboteurs to ignore this information. It is very hard to flop the kind of hand that a true Nit raises on this flop for value. The chances are that the vast majority of Nits who do not raise flops light at all will have a 0 instead of a 1 in this part of the HUD. The other strain of ultra TAG who does bluff raise on occasion, however, will have a 1 in this space far more frequently. Also, who are you more likely to encounter these days? The true 2004 Nit is almost extinct in the modern game and for good reason. Species who play a strategy destined to fail very quickly, and irrespective of variance, will die off fast.

Secondly, if Villain is anywhere near as tight pre-flop as this early HUD indicates, then he will not flop straights or two-pair anywhere near as often as a looser more competent player will. We must call here. Even if Villain was a true 2004 Nit, our soar in implied odds would justify it.

On the turn, check/raise is our default line. I would normally decline the invitation to develop a raising range against most Villains as I have a lot of weaker made hands to protect. Against what is likely a recreational player however, I am less concerned about balancing my calling range and more eager to maximise value. Tight players will check back a set on some rivers and I cannot abide this branch as it destroys my value. Unfortunately, Villain checks behind the turn.

Let us imagine this river spot against a strong opponent first. We could bet the river large against a competent balanced Reg as we would have defended enough hands on the flop that now needed turning into bluffs. This is the job of the bluff factory thought process in a GTO model. It harvests the floats and former showdown value hands that now lack the showdown value to check very profitably. It turns the most suitable ones of these into bluffs to balance our value range. A solid approach against a good player would be to bet large with a polarised range of sets, straights and than the lowest showdown value hands like 4x
 and maybe some overcard floats with heart blockers.

Against the tighter player, it is of course worth exploring our exploitative options. Villain is not as polarised as we might think. His semi- bluffs have picked up one pair quite often on this turn. Also, someone who plays like it's 2007, probably takes 2007 type lines such as raising a middle pair for protection on the flop. The 5
 river is a fairly bad card to go for a large bet on, exploitatively speaking. It moves sets ahead of us and removes some potential worse hands from Villain's range. We were looking forward to stacking a set on the turn, but this is now impossible. I recommend that we keep our sizing down in this spot since there are likely to be some one pair hands that we can beat and not a whole lot else.

Making a really large bet probably just yields immense amounts of fold equity and this suggests that an exploitative strategy of betting large as a bluff and small for value is correct. This is usually the case against tight players with highly elastic calling ranges.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $5.50


















Hand 65 - 'A Tough Spot'

I always try to sort 'tough' spots into two very separate categories.


Tough Spot 1 - Close Spots:
 These are spots that do not really matter much. The reason that the choice is unclear is not due to the complexity of the spot nor a lack of understanding on the student's part. Rather, the difficulty of the spot comes from a grey area where the EV runs close between two simple options. These spots do not deserve hours of headache and forum discussion and should never cause a sleepless night.


Tough Spot 2 - Difficult Spots:
 A spot can also be tough due to its complexity. Very often in a difficult spot, there is a large difference between the EV of one line and that of another, but it is not easy to see why. These spots hurt the student due to a lack of understanding and do call for extensive postmortems. These spots might hinder the student's ability to drift off for ten minutes or so at night. Any longer and he should probably consider meditating before bed.

This hand is very easy to understand from a thought process point of view, but it appears uncomfortably close at first sight. Let us begin the analysis.

Multiple limps is one of the worst environments for AA
 apart from spots where everyone folds. Hero is advised to size up a lot here so as to avoid the snowball effect of in position Fish all piling into the pot. Small fields are very important for huge inflexible one pair hands. I might be tempted to add another big blind onto the ISO just as we would do live when the limping zombies all start copying each other's calls with offsuit rags.

On the flop, our sizing should simply seek to set up a turn shove on a safe card against the 100BB stack size that most players will have. When an unknown, but somewhat tighter looking Fish shoves this deep, life becomes unhappy. The first thing to say here is that against a more reckless looking Fish, we would have a fairly easy call. We would see enough combinations of lesser pairs and draws. Unfortunately, Villain has been very in-line so far for a weaker player and is verging on semi-tight passive. This tips the scales dramatically and counterbalances the combinatoric likeliness of Villain holding a set with a cognitive unlikelihood of him ever shoving anything else.

As the flop was multi-way, it was much more likely that one Villain would flop a set. Needless to say, this makes it statistically more likely than usual that we did not flop the best hand.

If we give Villain a shoving range of: [33, 66, 99, JJ]
 , then we still manage to hit 40% equity. Our required equity is 56.5 / (56.5 + 67.77 + 25.77) = 37.7%
 . We have a fairly easy call if this range is fair. Now, the question becomes: is it reasonable to assume that Villain's range is on average tighter than one overpair and all of the sets? I think not. If we do add a few draws, then our equity will creep up even more. If Villain ever has something like 96s
 , which is far from impossible, then it creeps back down again. We do need this so far fairly in-line Fish to be freaking out sometimes with a one pair hand to make this a decent call. It is tough to say how often this happens, but you certainly see it. It is worth noting that this type of Villain is just the sort of player to slow-play [QQ-KK]
 pre-flop. This final thought sways me towards believing that our example range for Villain is not an unreasonable best guess.


Summary to the Student:
 Close spots do not matter much, but the range of sets plus an occasional over-pair is a good starting point for the required equity calculation and this suggests a call.

















Hand 66 - Population Predictions

There is no reason whatsoever to 3x the CO when we have an active Reg lurking behind us in position, poised to strike with frequent 3-betting. All we are doing is throwing out more dead money to be attacked and making it more difficult to defend our range by leaving less money behind to grant implied odds. It is probably fine to open CO close to min in this situation and force BU to invest a larger 3-bet relative to the open, lest he allows us too easy a flat with most of our range. I can only assume that I saw a Fishy stack size in the blinds here and even then, there are arguments to just use 2.5x.

The flop is very interesting. Hero has no significant advantage here and is out of position. Connected boards littered with fairly high cards tend to connect quite well with a cold calling in position range. Hero will make it here with far more unconnected air and Villain will have hands like top and second pair a much larger proportion of the time. While my equity comes in at 51.47% based on opening 30% of hands vs. Villain's: [22-99, ATs-A8s, KTs+, QTs+, J9s+, T9s, 98s, 87s, 76s, AJo, KQo]
 , this equity is edge is largely propped up by unrealisable equity scenarios such as our Ax
 against his 98s
 . Who do you think will be winning this pot more often in this scenario? A lot of our equity is an illusion here.

Whenever we figure to be taking the worst of it, range-wise and positionally, checking 100% is a perfectly valid strategy and I believe that this is the route I have chosen on the flop. BB does this all the time when he has flatted BU's open. Do not let the somewhat mindless labels of 'pre-flop raiser' and 'pre-flop caller' skew your judgment. There is a lot of reason to check/fold a substantial amount here, and wherever this is true, we must check/call or check/raise even more to protect ourselves from automatic stabs.

A strategy of developing a polarised betting range on this flop is not a bad one. While Villain has connected frequently and in a more solid way than we have, he does not have as many nutted combinations and the ones he does have are blocked by value hands like our current one. This hand is not at all a bad bet for two thirds of the pot as long as we do not let our betting frequency get too out of hand. We should of course balance this with semi-bluffs and still look to check a lot of our more versatile turn friendly hands, for example, AQ
 with a backdoor flush draw.

The mainstream strategic error at the micros here is c-betting too often on a board which does not yield enough of an edge for CO. Look out for this hole in your opponent's game and seek to exploit it as BU by calling and raising more than you should be allowed to.

On the turn, Villain has mainly two types of hand: pot control showdown value hands, and poor air. It is fairly close now how we should play AsQs
 . What line is consistent with the optimal strategy? Checking comes with the idea of having a substantial check/raise range. This works very well against both the delayed c-bets that he makes with low equity hands as well as his second pair pot controlling stuff, which will now often bet for protection after we check a second time. I like this sort of strategy a lot. We need not worry about the illusory drawback of capping our check/call range as Villain has already capped his entire range on the flop.

The other option on the turn is to bet a significant amount of the pot for value and protection, and then balance this with some bluffs. Since we made a non-range capping check on the flop, and Villain made, what is in practice, a fairly range capping check, a high betting frequency with large sizing is probably theoretically correct. In theory, it cannot be correct to check 100% of our range for a second time. The merit of such a strategy is undoubtedly a nice exploitative edge against a population which will bet a very high frequency here, perceiving extreme weakness from Hero. We must also question how often we could have got two streets of value from Villain's turn check behind range had we led. I do not think we achieve this all too often and so the downside with the top of our range is minimal.

Sometimes our goal should be to deviate away from an optimal balanced strategy to another strategy which exploits predictable theoretical mistakes in the player pool.

As played, we opt for the more strategically safe option and lead this hand; I think we missed a nice exploit here. Not to worry. There is no sense in dwelling on missed opportunities. Our sizing should also be larger due to our uncapped advantage. Now, how should we handle the river?

Hands like T9s
 are far more common in our range than they are in Villain's since the population will pretty much automatically bet the flop with draws like this. AT
 is a hand we could both hold quite easily, though perhaps he has it more often. I might check/call the turn a fair bit with this holding as it makes a nice bluff catcher with redraws. We definitely have a much more uncapped range overall due to our range check on the flop, and we should look to take advantage of this. The fact that he can have AT
 deters me from overbetting with any hand and we should note that Villain does make a few two pairs now also. I would bet a large size here for value with stronger hands, probably around three quarters pot, but AQ
 is too weak for this purpose.

The right line with this hand is almost certainly to check/call, at least in theory. We block AT
 and KQ
 and need to have some check/call frequency to prevent Villain from converting the bottom of his showdown value into a very effective bluff. The best players are doing this automatically and grossly exploiting weaker players who almost always check/fold having checked this river. The right line in practice depends on how capable the population is of turning weak showdown hands into bluffs. In reality, a looser Reg is quite likely to find a river bet with 77
 where as an 18/15
 is not. We also block no busted backdoored flush draws. I will stick to check/call against this opponent, but would not hesitate to check/fold at lower stakes.


The Coach's Line: Hero checks


















Hand 67 - Weird is Cool

At first sight, this hand looks to be very bizarrely played, but I think my student's line is defensible. This is a player I worked with for years, who ended up beating 100NL Zoom before Australia decided to ban online poker, much to both of our frustrations.

On the flop, my student is betting 100% of his range. We've been over this time and time again. Do not bother developing a checking strategy without good reason in this spot. You are giving up equity whenever you do and there is no downside to always betting. Our small sizing leads to both players reaching the turn with a very wide range of hands and this pattern carries some important implications.

Firstly, even weak Ax
 is a mighty hand after this flop action takes place. Villain needs to defend many unpaired hands here to come close to making us indifferent on the flop. Even 9x
 is very far up his range. It makes perfect sense for Hero to check behind some of the least vulnerable non-nutted hands he can hold. While this hand is close to nutted, I don't mind the check back. The knee jerk reaction is to wonder whether we're giving up too much value from hands like 9x
 by checking. Well, look ahead to my student's river play, we can recoup some of this is we size correctly.

We shall talk more about this overbet in a minute; now back to the turn for a second. The idea of checking some good hands originates from the fact that, given that Villain's range has just strengthened due to his flop call, and ours is still 100% of our BU opening range, we should not bet again 100% of the time. If we must give up some of the worst air that we can have, then it makes sense to check a few very good hands for balance. Weak Ax
 are perfect candidates for this role because they give up nothing in protection to common flop calling hands like KT
 . In fact, by allowing these hands to improve sometimes, we actually increase our EV with Ax
 against Villain's check/folding when we check the turn behind.

We can also check some 9x
 , but the issue here is that we allow Villain too much equity improvement that beats us. I would check air, weak Ax
 and hands like QQ-KK
 which are hardly vulnerable at all to Villain's turn folding range and need less protection. I would bet a merged range for around 3/5ths pot including lesser pairs, 9x
 , bluffs and better Ax+
 . This is how you handle a situation in theory where both ranges are very wide, but yours is not good enough to bet all of the time. We still have a nut advantage and if we suspect that Villain is raising the flop too much, we could even size up here since he is more capped after a flop call.

On the river, we are quite polarised between strong turn checks and air. It is no wonder with these considerations in place that my student chooses this sizing, especially when Villain is probably very capped indeed. It is completely inaccurate to think in the following way here: 'Haha, he will never call this bet, we should bet smaller if we want value.' This common weaker claim makes the very patronising assumption that Villain is playing a completely incompetent strategy vs. the overbet by having no calling frequency at all. Unless we know Villain's tendencies better, we should refrain from using such a thought process. An overbet maximises our EV when whenever Hero is polarised and Villain is capped. It is the perfect size to choose. In doing so, we win more whenever he calls and allow ourselves a wider bluffing range. If Villain happens to fold too much, then all the better for us. We gain more EV with air.

Finally, it is worth pointing out that Hero should also take this sizing with A7
 . Such a hand is very strong due to the way the action has played out. Villain will be check/calling many weaker hands and might not check too many better ones after our turn check back.

Perhaps the only criticism I have here is that A8
 is very far up our turn range and should be bet most of the time. We could save this line for slightly worse Ax
 to ensure our betting frequency does not drop too low.


Summary to the Student:
 Well played on the whole.

















Hand 68 - Donktastic

This a very unusual flop line to encounter from a solid player. It is not bad due to superficial reasons like "he doesn't have the initiative" or "donking is fishy", rather this line is theoretically unsound as it involves the development of a betting range in a situation where Villain is both out of position and suffering from a significant range disadvantage. It is true that SB flats are typically stronger than those made from the BB where there is the comfort of closing the action with better pot odds. Hero's range, however, features a cluster of good top pair and overpairs. SB is much more weighted towards medium pocket pairs here so the donk bet really makes no sense at all with a range that is usually either moderately ahead or crushed.

What is more likely by this point in the hand is that Villain is actually some kind of weaker player who appeared reggy at first sight. Strangely, this information is contradicted by his very particular almost Reg-like flop sizing. Hero will, for once, proceed with relative uncertainty as to Villain's player type. Even I am not sure what to make of this, and as you know, I love to make quick assumptions about player type likelihoods. If I had to guess, I'd deem Villain a sort of Reg/Fish hybrid. This is a player who has learned enough to take the game seriously but has a lot of severe leaks.

The donk bet need not be raised with any part of our range. It is unclear how wide we should raise for value and we have position so can ensure pot growth on the turn. The board is not so wet that the very top of our range must be played fast right now. By calling all of our continues to this bet, we are uncapping ourselves and buffing the overall strength of a range that is forced to include some speculative calls for which the board may not run out favourably. If Villain is donking too wide, then he will arrive on the turn with even more of a disadvantage than he began with on the flop. We are allowed to fold sometimes to the flop lead, but hardly ever. How much would be too much?

Well, Villain is risking $1.66 to win $3.50. This will grant him an unadjusted required fold equity of 32%. If Villain holds a very bad hand like 
JdTd

 , we seek to make this lead a significant mistake. If Villain could break even leading a hand like this, then the slightly better hands in his range would be profiting and this is unacceptable given our range and positional advantages. This means that we should look to defend around 80% of the time here at an estimate. This way Villain gets few enough folds that the pot equity he has with these feeble bluffs cannot come close to compensating him.

We open UTG with [66+, A9s+, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, 87s, AJo+, KQo]
 (158) on standard tables. On this flop, our range is cut to 145 combos. We should seek to defend 80% of this and so we are looking to continue with 116 combos on this flop. What does this look like? It involves folding only some suited connectors and lower suited broadways that do not have at least a backdoor flush draw, folding AJo
 sometimes, and calling everything else. We must defend very often here to punish such an unruly strategy. We shall save our raising for a later street.

On the turn, the question becomes: how wide and merged does our range want to bet for protection? The answer is that it wants to bet a high frequency of the time due to vulnerability of equity. Hands like TT
 , for example, will be good very often indeed after facing this turn check, but will give a free card to potentially 6 outs and sometimes more by checking behind. We should bet a mixture of thin and thick value, protection hands, and bluffs for a small sizing no more than half pot. This is a very solid approach in spots where both ranges are wide and Hero has floated a flop bet and been checked to on most textures that are not high card heavy.

Does AK
 fall into this wide betting range? It probably does not need to. Our high card equity is very dominating, slashing Villain's average number of outs against our hand. There are not so many hands with two live cards against us and so adding this hand to the checking range is sensible. If Villain is playing an underpair this way, then we shall save money by not allowing it to check/call a further bet. If Villain was bluffing flop, we will win very often at showdown, and we certainly are nowhere near a value bet. This is a spot where Hero will bet very often, but not quite all of the time.

The donk-bet is nothing to freak out about. Just treat it with the tranquil disdain that it deserves and make sure that you do not lose control by raising or folding too often.


The Coach's Line: Hero Checks


















Hand 69 - GTO Meets Reality

This flop does not bode well for betting at a very high frequency. An out of position CO flatting range is quite suited broadway and decent pair heavy. Villain will connect very well here, where as we will whiff completely with hands like A5s
 quite often. We also have many hands like JJ
 and KQ
 that are very happy pot controlling with a check. Getting raised here can be uncomfortable with a lot of our range and so developing a checking range is sensible where Villain's equity is a bit higher. If the flop were K64tt
 , then I would not hesitate to recommend a small bet with all of our range.

Having decided upon the creation of a checking, range it makes perfect sense for 99
 especially with the 9h
 , to be in there.

On the turn, our aim is to negate the EV of Villain leading with minimal equity hands like AJ
 . If we can make these leads break even, then we can protect ourselves and punish leads with lower equity hands as out of line. Villain's turn sizing requires a fold 33% of the time to break even. This can be shrunk down to 30% or so given Villain's equity and implied odds on the river if he hits. We are looking to defend about 70% of our flop checking range here. How do we go about this?

As it is clear that we will be forced to fold the very worst hands like suited aces and awful suited connectors, we can never fold third pair. 99
 is not great, but far too high up to fold getting 3:1. We must be careful when we construct a checking behind range in these flop spots that we do not fold too much of it automatically on the next street lest we develop a very punishable hole in our strategy. We are also calling the turn with hands like AQ
 , JJ
 , KJ
 , JTs
 etc. 99
 is fairly low down in our turn calling range and has some useless and even negative blockers on a blank river. This means that should Villain bet again and we have no reason to play exploitatively that we could consider using it as a fold.

As played, Villain does bet again, and we are stuck holding a hand that blocks a good amount of his bluffs. [J9s, 98s, Q9s]
 and some busted flush draws are discounted now. When Villain fires the river for this sizing, and we have a bluff catcher against a presumably polarised betting range, we are required to defend 63% of our range to make our opponent indifferent to bluffing. To this end, we shall favour hands without hearts. Hands containing a K
 or a T
 do the best job of blocking his value range, while holding a J
 is likely a bad thing for us since it blocks more bluffs than value combos. A Q
 has a more even mix of positive and negative blockers.

In game, this decision must be approximated and so will our analysis. Half of the pocket pairs we reach this juncture with do not contain a heart
 and make better calls therefore, apart from maybe JJ
 . All of our Kx
 and Tx
 makes a better call and even AQ
 without a heart
 makes a better call too. This hand is surely in the worst 37% of our range and should be folded if balance is our aim. Is there a reason to deviate? Probably.

Let me explain. Most players at 100NL do not value bet anywhere near thinly enough in a 3-bet pot, especially those on the tighter side so far. While there are only a handful of combos of KQ
 or better in Villain's range, it is very easy to get out of control with bluffs here. A hand like AJ
 alone is a huge 16 combos. If Villain is only value betting [KQ, TT, KTs]
 (18) then a 100% bluff frequency with just AJ
 is already a huge overbluff and makes calling automatic for Hero. I really like the student's call here, but then again I would - I was sweating him at the time and recommended it.

In practice, this is simply a spot that the population of average players will get very wrong indeed. Do not play balanced when there are obvious exploitative alternatives that will yield higher EV.

Summary to the Student:
 I'm still as fond of this river call as I was when we first played this hand. As I recall, Villain had AQ
 , which should illuminate just how out of control his play is, as expected.















Hand 70 - Marginal or Terrible

There is probably not a lot to gain by making this larger 3-bet. Our recreational tight opponent in the CO is likely to fold a lot to a 3-bet and, if he chooses to 4-bet, our hand is a mandatory if slightly sad fold. By sizing down to around $4.00, we shall leave his continuing range wider, which is only a good thing when holding a value hand in position. We shall also improve our EV on the rare branches where we fold to a 4-bet. This is a slight inaccuracy in a fairly rare spot. It will not cripple your win-rate, but it's worth getting it right. Never copy a coach blindly. We too make mistakes.

In a theoretical world, where everyone plays like a solver engine, we have no choice but to continue to the cold 4-bet. When someone injects 25BB into the pot, shoving starts to become a better play with the protection of equity and amount of winnable dead money increasing. When 4-bets are smaller and/or stacks are deeper, the majority of our defends should come in the form of flatting, but here a shove looks lucrative with most hands if choose to defend.

To understand the solid EV of shoving vs. a fairly aggressive opponent, we shall perform a required fold equity calculation. There are two branches to this. The one where he folds and the one where he calls. Here goes:


	Branch 1 (Villain folds) EV = +$18.50


	Branch 2 (Villain calls) EV = (average outcome - investment)

	Investment = $45.50

	Average Outcome = (Equity vs. [QQ+ AK]
 x total pot)

	Average Outcome = 28.6% x $101.50 = $29.03

	Branch 2 EV = 29.03 - 45.50 = -16.4BB

	Let X = RFE. 0 = 18.50(X) - 16.4(1-X)

	
RFE = 47%




As we can see, it does not take a lot of fold equity to make shoving profitable against this large sizing. If Villain is bluffing half of the time, it becomes clearly +EV to jam. It could be, however, that with a hand as versatile and playable as AQs
 that calling is better. I would rather jam a hand like TT
 that requires less fold equity due to a higher branch 2 EV, and would allow bluffs to realise more equity by just calling.

Now that we've taken a look at the theory, how should we play here in practice? Is there a case for folding as much of our range as AQs
 ? Certainly, yes.

Villain has chosen very large 4-bet sizing that is atypical of a solid Reg. Players who are not solid Regs do not bluff anywhere near enough in these situations. The spot can be boiled down to a slightly good or terrible decision point. In these decisions, we assume that Villain is one type of player half of the time and another type the other half. In this case, let us assume that on average, Villain is a solid Reg capable of bluffing 50% of the time and a weaker player the other 50%. This gives us a nice compromise between using the sizing tell fully and ignoring it completely. Population reads also suggest that Regs do not bluff enough here.

When Villain is an aggressive Reg, we have a marginally +EV defend with this hand and do in theory want to protect it as a higher part of our range. It is reasonable to affirm that we gain slightly in these branches.

When Villain is a weaker player, we run into a very strong range indeed and suffer immensely. The EV of calling AQs
 is dire if Villain is as tight as [QQ+, AK]
 .

The conclusion is a simple one. We either make a tiny gain or a huge loss by calling. We need to be more sure of Villain's player type before we make marginal calls like this would be. I am happy to overfold slightly against an aggressive player to avoid getting stacked by the nitty variety.


The Coach's Line: Hero folds


















Hand 71 - Nit Picking

Hero's pre-flop sizing could do with being a little larger. As the open becomes smaller relative to the effective stack, the EV of flatting a 3-bet increases for the opener due to enhanced implied odds and a positional advantage which grows with deeper effective stacks on the flop. While it is fine with 100BB stacks to size to slightly over 3x the open facing a 3BB open from out of position, this relative raise size is a lot worse in the actual hand where we are deeper and facing a smaller open. More of Villain's range is now +EV to defend and he will perform better with his implied odds hands against the best hands in our range. To counteract this, a sizing of 10BB would have been more satisfactory.

Hero is 3-betting a linear range here due to having absolutely no reason to develop a calling range. QJs
 is absolutely a part of this. Some students ask me: "but if I 3-bet here is it for value
 or as a bluff
 ?" The students who consult me on this are typically those whose games were built in the mega-polarised era of poker where the teachings of certain leading instructors and their disciples forced students to always satisfy one of these descriptions before they made a bet or a raise. By today's standards, this thinking is extremely shallow and neglectful of other important factors like not having a calling range and the pure and simple EV of fold equity and protection.

Our 3-bet will get called by a range against which it fares quite well. While it will be dominated occasionally by stronger broadway hands in Villain's calling range, it will also crush some of the smaller suited hands and does very well in practice against the not so versatile pocket pairs in his range. The 3-bet is for EV, and for the existence of a sound strategy. Our strategy does not need some overly restrictive label to be applied to all of the hands within it. We understand this now.

This flop is verging on connecting well with our opponent's range. A lot of the mediocre suited cards are hitting something continuable very frequently here and the pocket pairs are surviving quite well against our high card heavy range at this point. Villain probably has all of the sets and as much Jx
 as we hold. We do have the overpair advantage, but he might choose to 4-bet less often at this stack depth and so this is not as certain as it would be 100BB deep. Villain holds the positional advantage. All of this considered, it seems that a strategy of always betting or betting extremely often is unsuitable. We should bet more selectively here and feel free to use a slightly larger sizing when we do due to the lack of merges in our range.

Our actual hand is a fairly good candidate to check/call. It is not such a powerful hand that we are desperate to build a huge pot and we will end up checking it at some point anyway. Another good argument for checking here is that some Villains will develop a raising range on this texture at deeper stack depth since they have all of the sets, maybe some 86s
 and a good array of draws to balance these. Check/calling the flop avoids this awkward branch where we are forced to bet/call out of position and check turns with one of our weakest top pairs. Villain performs a little too well in those branches for my liking.

If we check this hand, it is implied that we adopt a relatively high checking frequency and also check some stronger and weaker showdown value to accompany our give ups. Another drawback to range betting the flop is that we would be forced to bet miserable hands like 
Ac5c

 , which are begging to end up firmly in the check/fold heap. To balance these check/folds, we must ensure that we keep our check/call frequency high.

As played, Hero's bet is not so bad, but we can probably size it down a little if we are going to bet with a such a good checking hand. The implication of this line is that our strategy bets very often and very merged. We should also be betting protection merges like 99
 if we adopt this frequency and so larger sizing loses more than it gains as far as our overall range is concerned.

On the turn, we make the most incredibly effective check/calling hand in all of poker. It excels at this purpose due to having stable and very improvable showdown value. We get to feed some backdoor flushes into our defensive range on a diamond
 river and our hand is in very fine shape against the average turn betting range. Hero makes the only remotely viable play by checking the turn and calling this bet. Betting the turn allows us to get raised, which is far from the objective of this hand, and fails to adequately balance a lot of the weaker hands we are now checking. Betting would also starve our checking range of backdoor flush draws which can never be optimal.

The river is interesting. We are looking at around a 60% calling frequency here to make Villain indifferent to bluffing us and our hand happens to be quite an effective bluff catcher. We block QQ
 which we posited earlier as a very possible part of our opponent's range. While we sadly block some QTs
 and Q9s
 we do not reduce busted heart
 draw combos at all. This hand is probably a better call than something like 
Ah
 Jx
 . We also have some other positive blockers since we reduce the combinations of JJ
 and AJ
 in our opponent's range. We critically do not block any T9
 . Overall this is a clear call unless population reads have something to say on the matter.

I do not think that they do. As we've observed in other similar spots throughout this book, it can be very easy indeed for an unaware Villain to end up overbluffing in some spot due to making it to the river with a small value range and a lot of bluffs. He must be very careful to give up frequently on a blank like this in order to make us indifferent to calling. If there is a bluffing range at all here, and there usually will be, it is very often spiraling out of control at these stakes, as long as Villain is not nitty.


Summary to the Student:
 As the title suggests, the criticisms I have with this hand are fairly minor. Flop strategy might need some extra thought especially if your c-bet is made in autopilot vacuum mode. Good river call. You will on average exceed the required equity target of 28% so overcalling is likely desirable and this is a perfectly fine balanced play too.

















Hand 72 - Range vs. Range

Generally speaking, a BU cold calling range differs from a CO opening range in two significant ways.

Firstly, the BU range is more condensed which means that on boards that contain a higher concentration of cards 8
 through to Q
 , it will perform well and have relatively little air. The CO range can connect with all of the same strong hands, but is diluted with a family of hands which connect badly including horrors like 22
 and A3s
 .

Secondly, the CO range flops a higher proportion of reasonable equity hands on boards with zero or one sizable cards, as well as boards with two very high cards and paired flops. This is due to the capped vs. uncapped pre-flop environment and means that these sorts of flops should be bet at a higher frequency by CO where as the previous ones should be checked more, especially with the positional disadvantage at work.

This is a useful scale for interpreting how wide and small to be the flop. The first sort of flop requires a higher checking frequency and larger sizing to suit a polarised betting strategy. The second variety of flop demands a higher betting frequency involving more thin value, protection, and subsequently, smaller sizing. Where does KTTtt
 fall on this scale. The T
 is a card that favours us since we are opening far more offsuit Tx
 than BU is likely to flat. We also connect much better with the K
 since we open more of these than he flats. Our range is diluted by some weak garbage like tiny pairs and suited aces which he has at a lower frequency, however, here we should note that there is a Fish in the SB and this dilutes BU's range significantly.

Overall, this flop is very favourable for Hero and he should bet at a fairly high frequency here. It is optimal in this sort of spot out of position, however, to have some checking range and there are a lot of weak Kx
 type hands to help protect the check/folds. We can also check/call dominating showdown value hands like AQ
 some of the time and our actual hand is a marvelous check/call here with the Ac
 . We should be careful to bet the rest of our range fairly small since we are betting a lot of hands for protection like 99
 and JJ
 . If there had been no Fish in the SB, the picture would change somewhat. We would be forced to bet less often since BU would have a much more concentrated and defensible flop range. Luxuries like protection are stripped from us as our opponent's range strengthens from the bottom up.

On the turn, Villain is surely capped since the top of his range craves three streets of value from hands such as our current holding. It is now the case that we have a very strong hand more frequently than he does and can bet a polarised range including some of our flop would have been check/calls and our would have been check/folds as bluffs. AA
 is certainly too far up to check again and must contribute towards our value combos. Since we are now quite polarised our sizing increases from what we would have bet on the flop with our betting range there. Villain calls and we proceed to a very board rattling river.

In the wake of the textural earthquake effected by the Ks
 , Villain's range has been shaken about considerably. His medium pocket pairs that were happily bluff catching the turn now find themselves needing to bluff with counterfeited equity. Meanwhile his Kx
 has become completely nutted and will now value bet if we check. Villain is suddenly extremely polarised between these two kinds of hand, and though we may also see some Ax
 , here we block that significantly. How does our range want to react to this situation?

We certainly need a check/calling range now to extract money from the likes of 77
 and we also want to check when we hold Ax
 . We will consider bluffing with a few of our own air balls like 87s
 and we can use our Kx
 to balance these. Our actual holding is a mandatory check/call and so that is the line we choose. Again, an unaware Villain can easily end up overbluffing by firing counterfeited pocket pairs too much. His Kx
 combos are limited, and his Tx
 should not reach the river in this manner.


The Coach's Line: Hero checks


















Hand 73 - The Art of Exploitation

If GTO is a science, exploitation is very much an art. It is a real advantage to be that poker player who is able to switch mindsets in half a second from a balance-conscious machine to an eagle-eyed vacuum EV maximiser. This is a skill which takes a while to develop, but once learned can be committed very easily to subconscious competence and used like a reflex rather than a thought process. The fluidity of this transition is without a doubt one of the most valuable assets for success in the modern game.

This hand is a very crude example of training our thought process on Villain's assumed weaknesses and playing in a vacuum without fear of the long- term consequences. Hero's call pre-flop is certainly fine. This player type may require tight linear treatment due to opening absurdly tight in the first place, and therefore, having little folding range against a 3-bet. This is one of the few Villains who reduces our 3-bet stat down to match the tiny numbers we see from a Nit's HUD.

Flatting is therefore sensible and best. It should be clear that calling is likely to yield a significant EV gain over a fold due to pot odds, stack depth, implied odds from Villain's strong range, and a very likely skill advantage post-flop. All we have to achieve is better than a -100BB/100 win-rate in this spot from the point of view of the entire hand. From point of decision, this call needs to be simply +EV.

Folding this flop is unquestionably awful and so we shall only compare Hero's call to the option of raising. On the flop, calling has some merit. Let's take a foray into vacuum mode and compare the factors that can help us decide whether to call or raise.


	The upside of calling is an expected straightforwardness on the turn from this section of the population. Whenever Hero's information will dramatically increase on the next street due to likely imbalances in Villain's game, the EV of the more passive line increases on the earlier street. Hero waits for more information before attacking and thus avoids the strongest parts of Villain's range while very rarely folding on the turn to a hand that would have folded to a flop raise.

	One downside to calling is that we give away protection of fold equity and allow Villain to see a cheap turn and free river with hands that might become too strong to fold, but would have folded to a flop raise.

	Another downside to calling is that it surrenders chances of winning the pot against overpairs and top pair on favourable bluffing run outs such as spade
 turns.

	Also in favour of raising is that when Villain is betting a medium strength hand like TT
 calling flop very often leads to a blank turn checking through and our river lead getting called. This is very undesirable if raising flop will frequently fold out such parts of Villain's range.

	Finally, calling might also run into the unfortunate line where the run out is very tame and AK
 snaps off a river lead. It is usually unwise to tailor your line around one hand, but AK
 is 12 certain combos out of a small pre-flop opening range.



Overall, it seems that raising flop is preferable. The main downside of losing extra money vs. Villain's overpairs and AJ
 is outweighed by all of the bonuses of extra fold equity vs. most of Villain's range and the protection of our fold equity. Hero should raise and not worry about the long-term implications of his line (though raising this hand is actually consistent with an optimal strategy as it happens.)

On the turn we see one of the branches that highlights our concerns about calling the flop. The turn card is bone dry and Villain takes a free one. What does our fold equity look like on most rivers now, given that Villain usually has at least AQ
 ? Not good, he is never really short of showdown value with a better hand than ours. He may fold it, but there is plenty incentive not to on non-spade rivers

This river card is a mixed bag given Villain's unusually tight range. We like this river in the sense that we can now beat medium pairs and hands like [QQ-KK]
 that pot controlled the J
 turn. We might consider a small value/blocking bet against these parts of Villain's range on an offsuit A
 , but on the flush completing A
 it is probably too thin against a tight player. This leaves check/call and check/fold as alternatives and one of these is grotesque.

Check/folding is a very reasonable line for us to take here. The huge problem with even considering a check/call is that Villain's river betting range is so predictably definable in a very bad way for us. On this river card, he will hold either some pocket pair, which has no reason to ever bet and will do so with an incredibly low frequency; or alternatively [AQ-AK]
 which will usually value bet. The only conceivable bluffs Villain could show up with are hands like KQ
 and we very often witness Nits meekly check these combos only to lose almost always at showdown. Having not bluffed turn, a tight player normally hates to reignite a bluff on the river. Check/calling against such an obviously value heavy bet is a very large mistake, showing a lack of exploitative reasoning on the student's part.


Summary to the Student:
  In the GTO obsessed modern poker world, it is very important that we continue to make accurate exploitative reads whenever possible and use them to gain EV. We should check/fold the river or even make a very small blocking bet that can get called by a few worse hands.

















Hand 74 - Nut Low Flush

As a player who has dabbled in 8-game and played a reasonable amount of deuce to seven triple draw, I find this hand very pleasing to the eye. If you think about it, we're as likely to flop the nut low flush as we are to flop the royal flush. I'd have preferred the royal.

There is very little to say about pre-flop. With the lower fold equity expected from an active Reg who has position, we should not start off by assigning any 3-bet frequency to this hand. It falls firmly into our calling range against a min-open and so this is the line I choose.

The flop is very much a check/raise against any sizing. While there are some flushes that will slot into my calling range in order to keep it uncapped and versatile, this hand is vulnerable to any heart
 that might roll off and so value with this part of my range is best obtained by playing the hand fast. I will also be bluff raising some flush draws and some offsuit straight draws. The latter will afford me a bluffing range on four-flush turns.

Sadly, Villain checks back, and we plan to adopt a large lead size on most turn cards. The idea behind this plan is that Villain is usually capped when he checks behind on the flop. It is sensible for us to adopt two different lead sizes in a spot like this on a blank turn. As we have a lot of hands that want to bet for protection, we must use a small size sometimes to accommodate them. We may balance this by also leading some hands like nut flushes and good pair plus draw hands for this smaller size since they block a lot of Villain's calling range should we bet too large. The small bet range even has room for some very low equity bluffs. With our overbetting range, we can use lesser flushes, sets, two pair etc. and balance these with some higher equity draws that will win by improving more often and block Villain's calling range by having a heart
 quite often.

Back to reality, and this specific card is far from your average turn. It smashes Villain, who will be checking back an abundance of Ax
 . A 5
 is perhaps the only turn in the deck on which we do not want to create a leading range at all. We now have an obvious check/raise with this hand and, as always will balance these value hands with some bluff raises. Another check, another street of a stagnant spot. Sigh.

This river is another very interesting card. On your average texture, when a HU pot checks through to the river like this, the king is a card on which Villain is polarised between hands that will not be able to call a bet and hands that will call, but can also value bet any way. This usually guides Hero to check a very high frequency with an uncapped range, and again, go for check/raises both as a bluff and for value as well as some check/calls and check/folds.

This board texture differs from the norm in a crucial way, however: K
 is not strong enough for Villain to always value bet. This means that it is now essential that we do develop a leading range. Assuming that medium pocket pairs and the like bet the flop, Villain is still quite polarised between awful hands that have no showdown value at all and hands like Kx
 . The best way to adapt to this natural range distribution is to lead a large size with an uncapped range containing plenty of bluffs. We have no need to make thin value bets here so we can certainly bluff catch with our own weaker value hands. A polarised betting range against a capped opponent should go very large indeed and so that is the line we choose.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $5.40


















Hand 75 - Pokerlitical Correctness

As I am writing this book, there is a haunting sense of guilt descending on me every time I use the word 'Fish.' I suppose I am of the rarer breed of coach who has kept up with the modern game, but still refers to player types like a 2009 poker dinosaur. I refuse to change my ways at this juncture, it's Hand 75! In my next book you might well see me conform to poker society and use 'Rec'. It does have a nice alliterative relationship to 'Reg' and is not ambiguous, at least not when written.

So the..ahem...less experienced fellow in the SB is of the highest magnitude that we will commonly encounter. It is probably wise for the student to take some preemptive isolation action and 3.5x his UTG range. It is very important that we get this fine gentleman who happens to be a less skillful foe to ourselves and become the beneficiary of his mistakes as often as possible. Regs ahead will not be able to exploit this larger size by squeezing very wide. The problem for them is that the huge whale (oops) will not fold too much even to a large squeeze, having already invested 3.5BB. The Regs ahead also have to fight through our UTG range to isolate the SB and so 3.5x is very defensible here. Maybe even 4BB has merit.

The huge donk bet is something we will often encounter from this player type. It is extremely foolish to fight fire with fire when up against the sort of opponent. The 90% VPIP does not lend itself to backing down. It is better to run away from a charging bull unless you have an adequate weapon. How large a stick is our KQ
 on this board. Do our implied odds justify a flop call?

I am going to make an analytical simplification here to compensate for some reverse implied odds on a K
 or Q
 turn. We shall pretend for a second that our only outs are a J
 and that we have 0% fold equity later on in the hand. The latter is not too far from the truth. If we were relying on turning a J
 then the spot can be simplified into an end of action spot where only the next card is available for this price.

In the below analysis, IOB stands for Implied Odds Bonus. We have met this concept both earlier in this book and in the TGM. It represents what we expect to make from Villain's stack if we get there. ATC is amount to call, and as always, TP is the total pot after
 Villain has bet.


	RE = ATC / (ATC + TP + IOB)

	RE = 6.6BB / (6.6 + 13.6 + 40)

	
RE = 11%




Assuming that we are likely to earn an additional 40BB from Villain's stack on average is actually very conservative against a player type, who has kicked off post-flop by smashing in a pot sized donk bet. 4 out of 46 unknown cards are a J
 so we turn the nuts 8.7% of the time. On this very negative analysis we are not too far from a call. When we factor in our backdoor flush draw and the fact that hitting one of our 6 overcard outs is far more positive than it is negative, the flop is a marginally +EV call. So far so good from the student.

On the turn, our price is much better than before. If the flop was callable, the turn must be also, although this card has improved some of Villain's range to the point that rivering a K
 or Q
 is slightly less fruitful now. Nevertheless, our implied odds are still very good and ATC is now much smaller relative to TP. Another unexcited call here from Hero is correct.

Hitting the Qs
 gives us a hand that beats a massive array of depolarised combos in Villain's range that are betting for some ludicrous reason or no reason whatsoever. Folding here would be a gigantic mistake against such a player with a required equity of less than 25%. Calling is now automatic and we will probably win around half of the time, perhaps more.

The key to this hand is being realistic about implied odds and realising that we do not need to get there very often at all since the upside is so great when we do. Our extra overcard outs are good against a large chunk of Villain's range and tip us over the edge into calling the flop. From then on, the hand plays itself.


Summary to the Student:
 Well played, but consider sizing up pre-flop to improve your chances of isolating the MASSIVE WHALE in the SB. I suppose I just can't help myself.

















Hand 76 - Timing is Everything

This turn situation can vary from a compulsory bet, to a reluctant bet, to a mandatory check. It is all dependent on weaker player type and, less commonly, timing.

Before we explore this turn spot further, note Hero's larger c-bet size on the flop. This is purely exploitative and derives all of it's justification from the vacuum outlook, which is the only point of view likely to matter against a weaker player. The idea is twofold:


	Firstly, I am increasing my EV on run-outs where I make a straight. Having built a larger pot from the flop, the scope for sizing up will increase significantly on later streets.

	Secondly, as the plan will be to check back on certain turn cards, against certain flop timings, I want to ensure that I do not get peeled by and end up losing to hands as weak as KJ
 and A5
 wherever this avoidable (it might not be if Villain turns out to be very stationy).



Now let's talk about the various timings that can follow a flop call here. The following analysis is very accurate when it concerns a weaker player who is one tabling the zoom pool. These tells will be far less accurate where our opponent is a Reg playing multiple tables. Timing delays in this case can be completely coincidental with cluttered action across multiple tables and may mean nothing at all. When a weaker player takes the following timings, we can assign the following range weightings with a fair degree of average accuracy:


Speed of Light:
 Not literally, but we have all seen the call that is so fast that it almost takes you aback a little. It is abnormally quick; quicker than instant. This kind of call has taken so little thought that not only is Villain almost certainly capped, but he is also very likely to be highly emotional, tilted, and in general extremely unlikely to fold. Semi-bluffing and bluffing turn are extremely undesirable after this line from Villain as fold equity is almost nil. Villain is probably just an angry degenerate gambler.


Instant:
 The timing observed in the actual hand. This call is fast enough to be called 'instantaneous', but does not quite appear as someone mashing the call button repeatedly in anticipation of any bet like the speed of light call does. This call is again very unlikely to be a nutted hand, but again implies a very small amount of average fold equity later in the hand. This call can certainly be a draw, but is more normally something ranging from third pair to a weaker top pair. it is again undesirable to make semi-bluffs against this line later on as the exponent is highly likely to be calling the next street(s). The psychological evidence is simple. If Villain has chosen to call a bet as a reflex rather than a plan, he is motivated by restlessness, boredom, frustration, rage, defiance, or one of the many other negative emotions that commonly plagues a weaker player with a weaker mental game.


Quick (1-3 seconds):
 This call is again capped, but this is where future fold equity starts to enter the equation. This call has taken thought; minimal thought, but thought nonetheless. Villain has decided quickly that raising and folding are both out of the question. The result is a fair average capping of Villain's range but slowplays will appear more often than in the two timings above. There is just about enough time to choose to slowplay a big hand if this is the weaker player's norm, and it often is. Fold equity is much higher now on the turn as when Villain took this timing with a fairly weak hand; he was considering folding the flop. The fold instinct is like a barrier for the Fish. The more the weaker player considers it on one street, the more he bashes away at this mental barricade and the less resistance it can put up in the face of our next bet. If the board worsens for Villain's mediocre flop hands, then turn fold equity starts to increase considerably.


Medium (4-6 seconds):
 There is not too much to be read into here. These calls are normal timing for most players. For the single tabling Fish, there is evidence of thought, but this is not necessarily indicative of any one type of thought. Villain is less likely to be tilted and is more cognitively active here, and so we should refer to how his player type normally thinks. There is likely to be at least some fold equity on most turn cards and a reasonable degree of it on scare cards. Slowplays are very possible here, and hands that could have raised for "information" like top pair are fairly likely though by no means heavily weighted in Villain's range.


Slow (7-10 seconds):
 This call is very threatening from an aggressive Villain and quite reassuring from a passive one. Here is the reasoning. Passive, timid Fish do not take so long to decide to raise the nuts. They typically either do or do not depending on their ingrained slowplaying norms. Therefore, when a timid player makes a slow call, it is highly likely that he is simply weighing up whether or not to commit any more money to the pot. As long as the call is not self consciously slow, Villain likely has a weaker capped range and has smashed away at the folding barricade substantially. If Villain is aggressive, however, his folding reflex is a rare one that only ever applies when he has flopped absolutely nothing. Nothing at all does not take too long to fold. It is highly likely that the aggressive player is considering a raise and the delay is very often a sign of strength from him. Moreover, he is more likely to be aware of his slow timing and have the kind of defiant insecure personality that makes him paranoid that he has shown weakness. Fold equity is not promising on the next street.


Tank (over 10 seconds):
 This call is very rare. It can be accidental as Villain was closing the window or chatting to friends, but where it is intentional, he will be very aware of it. This can again create the paranoia we noted above where Villain believes he has shown weakness. It is very unlikely that this is a huge hand, but nor does it promise a lot of fold equity.

In the actual hand, I am, more often than not, dealing with an emotional belligerent Villain. I expect next to no fold equity on a turn that changes nothing. If Villain could not even stop to think for a second on the flop, it is almost impossible that he will consider that I might underbluff this turn or even have the knowledge to be capable of such a thought. I expect another very fast call and sometimes even a click it back raise if I bet here. Taking the free card and hoping to catch up seems like the most prudent way to proceed. I certainly do not want to be raised off my nutted equity when I definitely have good implied odds on the river. Remember, where fold equity is low, implied odds are usually good as long as stack sizes permit it. Where this is the case, keeping the investment as small as possible improves our EV. Zero is a pretty low investment so I choose to check behind.

Against more normal timing this is a reluctant bet against a Fish as there are likely to be enough hands like 22
 , Ax
 and KQ
 that can call flop and fold on a blank. Having T-high makes us very keen to barrel wherever fold equity is at all on the cards. Against a Reg, this is the most obvious semi-bluff in the world. This part of our range cannot check - that would be strategic suicide.


The Coach's Line: Hero checks


















Hand 77 - Dead Rat Sandwich

This hand is quite poorly played on every street. It is the sort of spot I take a deep breath upon seeing in a lesson and make sure that I reign in my temptation to start tearing the play to shreds in brutal fashion. The 'dead rat sandwich' approach to teaching inserts a major criticism in between two minor praises so as to lessen the blow to the student. The compliments are the bread, the criticism, the filling. Unfortunately, I am struggling to come up with anything positive to say here.

The issue with pre-flop is that the student has adopted a line that is enormously lower EV than the optimal play. When a Fish opens a wide range, he deserves to be isolated very wide indeed by a linear range when Hero has position. The reason for this is the weaker player's predictable and bad reaction to this strategy. He will flat far too wide and then play badly in a large pot out of position. By 3-betting, we will also get the weaker player to ourselves while avoiding squeezes from hungry Regs behind. What is not to love about 3-betting ATs
 ?

We even have a very strong incentive to 3-bet a hand like 76s
 here. The low GPP (good pair potential) of such a hand is insignificant when you factor in its nut potential and versatility to a situation where we are HU with a huge skill edge and enough money left behind to use it. The only kind of player we need GPP against is a hyper aggressive maniac who will deny us fold equity on a very regular basis when we miss the flop. A gutshot is less useful in that climate, but here it will be a fine thing to flop on a c-betable texture.

We are fortunate enough to make it to a flop HU and face a PFR check from an active weaker player. What does this usually mean? Villain is aggressive enough to raise quite wide pre-flop and so we can assume he is usually capable of betting with air in an attempt to win the pot on the driest flops. I would weight a checking range towards some slowplays, some medium strength hands and a few give-ups that decided today is not a day for fighting for pots. Against this range, betting a hand with high showdown value is plainly a mistake. We burn money whenever Villain is slowplaying or check/calling better. When Villain does fold, it is likely that we had very good equity anyway and were dominating his outs a reasonable amount of the time. Firing very wide and small for protection is definitely viable with the read that Villain has a very low c-bet stat and is therefore just giving up a lot, but without this read, the bet is utter spew and likely to cost unnecessary money and get us raised off our redraw equity. It is not that this player type can only check/raise us with the nuts. A weaker player often decides to play 99
 for a check/raise here too.

Hero's turn play is even worse. Villain is now filtered down to the types of hand we hoped he did not hold. That is to say the bulk of his range is holdings like AQ
 , pairs and slowplays. While it is not impossible that a timid Fish might fold some of this now, it is hopeful and we do still beat some A-highs and aimless overcard flop check/calls at showdown, on the majority of rivers. Hero's turn bet will be called extremely often by the better hands in Villain's range and achieves relatively little against worse hands like A5s
 . The latter are not a large enough part of his range to warrant a bet motivated solely by the need to protect equity.

Hero questions what button he should press on the river. I suggest the rewind button. As played, it is my duty to suggest the best line to my student and I think that checking back is optimal. The chances of us folding out hands like 88
 that chose to underplay themselves like this are fairly small on this run-out. It is not impossible that we can now fold out some AK
 holding now, but even these sort of hands can suffer from a degree of fortune reversal tilt and a stubborn reluctance to fold in the hands of many weaker players. The conclusion is that if we are targeting a small group of hands to possibly get some fold equity, then a bluff is unlikely to reach it's RFE against the entirety of Villain's range, which can still be uncapped, knowing Fish. Even if our bluff did reach RFE, it is not necessarily the best line since checking will also win us the pot sometimes.


Summary to the Student:
 The only street that warrants aggression here is pre-flop and that is the only street where we chose a passive line. The dead rat would have been more appetising in a sandwich, but sadly there is no upside to disguise the torrent of criticism here. Sorry student.

















Hand 78 - Nothing Else Matters

Sitting down to write this analysis, I was stuck for a title. Then it came to me through the lyrics of the Metallica song I had playing. The turn spot in question is the sort of situation that was formerly described as 'tough', 'gross' or 'uncomfortable'. At one period in time, it seemed to be the aim of quite a few coaches to make life as unpleasant for their opponent's as possible. While this concept is often tied to taking the most +EV line, it is not necessarily the case that a strategy that frequently makes Villain think hard is the most +EV one. In reality, there is only one important thing for me to consider on this turn against a thus far aggressive Villain and it can be summarised in one question: How do I fold the right amount vs. this aggression? Perhaps the reason that this spot felt so nasty before the GTO boom was down to the fact that we did not fold amounts, we only bet amounts. Thinking in terms of the frequency of our actions resolves this headache.

Of course the discomfort is perfectly natural if we force ourselves into the unsolvable prison of the vacuum. This misstep comes from making the flawed inference that because there is one action which is most +EV in a vacuum, that it must be our job to find it. This is not so if it is impossible to find that line. While we cannot possibly know Villain's range for making this turn barrel, we can figure out with relative ease how to play our range optimally. That is to say we can maximise the EV of our strategy vs. that of a close to optimal one from Villain. If it turns out that his strategy was suboptimal, then that is fine, we did not know of the imbalance's existence at the point of decision and certainly not of its nature.

We are not omniscient in a vacuum and nor should we strive to be. Discomfort is bound to originate from trying to play god. We must ensure that we fold the right frequency here and the right parts of our range, and nothing else matters.

I think my play up until the turn is very standard and so I will not bore you with the details of it. All three decisions we make up until we face the turn bet should be self-explanatory by this point in the book.

The aim of our strategy is now to call the turn with the frequency which makes any widening of a bluffing range, past the point of balance, undesirable for Villain. We shall do this by finding a hand, the betting of which would represent overbluffing on his behalf. Let us simplify here so that we can use a thought process that is easily condensible and therefore applicable in-game.

If Villain squeezes linear and decides to bet his whole range on the flop (an optimal strategy vs. our calling range) and then chooses to bet all of his [AJ-AQ]
 again as a bluff om the turn, then he will be bluffing 32 combos. As his value range is likely no wider than [KQ-AK, KK, AA]
 (33) and could easily be tighter, and the optimal ratio of bluffs:value on the turn with low equity bluffs is less than 50:50, we can state that adding AT
 to this bluffing range is suboptimal. It is a worse bluff than [AJ-AQ]
 because it blocks less of our calling range. We shall ensure that we do not make this a profitable bet for Villain.

Let us imagine that Villain holds ATo
 . What is his required fold equity for betting this street alone? The raw RFE is 11 / (11 + 18.29) = 37.5%. We can adjust this down slightly because Villain often has at least 3 outs with this hand vs. our range. Let's call it 35%
 . This means that we are looking to defend 65% of the combos we defended on the flop. We had no raising range there and so we are uncapped. We shall have no raising range on the turn either for reasons we have covered many times both here and in TGM.

The question that we must solve in the time boundaries of in-game is whether JJ
 is in the most suitable 65% of our flop calling range to call again with. We would defend on the flop with any top pair and we probably have [KJs, KQ]
 assuming that I develop a 4-bet range here vs. CO onwards against the squeeze (though this is not essential). We must float the flop with underpairs, AQ
 and a few backdoor floats in order to be calling enough here. We might have some sets in our range given that the squeeze is so small and there is a likely Fish in the pot, but these are just 6 combos.

The picture seems clear just based off of this limited analysis. JJ
 is relatively high up our range now. There are a good amount of lesser pocket pairs and floats that will now be folding. Since we cannot know whether Villain is underbluffing or overbluffing, we take the balanced line. Since folding this hand would constitute an overfold, we must call.

It should be noted that it is not my intention here to provide a full analysis of exact optimal ranges street by street. Our mission as poker detectives is not to completely solve every single detail surrounding the circumstances of the mystery. How inefficient would such a murder investigation be? Rather, our goal is to examine enough of the picture to know for sure whether or not our hand is strong enough to call again - we have done that successfully.


The Coach's Line: Hero calls $11.00


















Hand 79 - The Philosophical Approach

The ISO size in a spot like this used to vary between 4BB and 5BB, but these days, increased aggression from the blinds and the natural adaption of 3-bet or fold strategies from the SB in particular has created a shift towards a smaller ISO size. The trade off is giving up on pre-flop fold equity and decreasing our chances of getting HU with the Fish, as well as building a smaller pot, in exchange for being able to defend more to 3-bets and lose less when we fold to them. A better solution in my view is to keep the ISO nice and large but tighten the ISO range range slightly. It is better to pass up very marginal ISOs in order to hang on to the larger sizing, which achieves what the raise is supposed to achieve in the first place: HU pots, fold equity on the first two streets and the isolation of a weaker player. Hero's sizing is fine here.

Post-flop is a bizarre exploitative world. The most important truth to accept on the flop is that Hero's decision of whether to stack off at some point in the hand happens immediately and is fully determined by whether he calls or folds right now. Of course raising the flop would be absurd, but nevertheless the decision of whether to play for stacks must be made now. There is, on average, simply far too small of a range that bluffs the flop for more than double the pot and then gives up on the turn. Therefore, the idea of calling flop and folding later in the hand is utter spew.

So which way does this decision go? This is where it becomes essential to make some inferences about Villain's player type even if these stats are over a small sample. Let us start with some facts that are often true of this player type.


	A player who has only played 29% of hands pre-flop is somewhat selective, as Fish go, about the hands with which he commits money. He is unwilling even to invest 1BB with 71% of total hands.

	Such a player has a very poor grasp of the game and plays poorly in a passive way for the most part.

	This Villain does not steal blinds or 3-bet light. He has no interest in winning very small pots.



So with what does a mind consistent with these traits choose to donk our for 2.5X the pot? A very strong hand.

Reductio absurdum is the philosophical technique of proving the impossibility of a proposition by logically deducing an obviously false conclusion from the truth of that proposition. In this case we may reason as follows:


	(i) Villain has bluffs frequently here

	(ii) 1-3 above are true of Villain

	(iii) Therefore, Villain is the kind of player type who almost always passes up the chance to steal tiny pots, but will often risk huge amounts of money to win small pots.

	(iv) This player type does not exist

	(v) Villain is a player type that does not exist

	(vi) Villain does not exist




There we have it, we have reached an unacceptable conclusion through valid logical reasoning and now have two choices. We can reject one of our premises, or reject logic as a means of reaching the truth. There are many non-fiction books that reject logic entirely, some of them extremely famous indeed. If you wish to take this path, I suggest putting down 100 hands in favour of one of these and taking up a new hobby.

The only premises we could consider rejecting here, in my opinion are (i) and (iv). I do not think (iv) is such a drastic claim as it appears to be. There are bound to be times when a normally passive player, through frustration or anger, lashes out in an unpredictable way. We have all had that friend who is extremely calm apart from two moments per year when they explode. It is almost like they do all of their raging in very unlikely condensed micro-events. Perhaps we can accept the claim that this player type does not exist, but admit that there are passive player types who do not normally behave in this way, who might do it every now and then. This does not make us want to call the flop, however. There being a very small possibility that an otherwise passive player is experiencing one of his fireball moments of the year is not a good reason to invest money. It gives him an absolutely microscopic scattering of bluffs.

The only other way of escaping the conclusion that Villain does not exist is to reject the first premise. Rejecting a premise's truth necessarily implies its falsehood and so we can state with logical certainty that:


(i)* Villain does not have bluffs frequently here


I knew that philosophy degree would help me one day. Hero should definitely have folded the flop.

As played, the turn is an obvious fold too given our above reasoning. The student has already thrown 22.5BB into the fire pit, but that does not justify losing even more from point of decision. Your subconscious loves to crumble after a mistake and pretend that nothing matters any more, try to not let that tide of helplessness sweep over you. A great poker virtue is being able to realise that a big mistake has been made and then recover mid-hand to play the next street well. Even some very good players cannot do this.


Summary to The Student:
 It takes nothing more than some simple deductive logic to use your HUD to its full inferential capabilities and fold this flop. It is a good job this spot is so rare as the call is a large mistake.

















Hand 80 - Slandering TGM

I mentioned in the introduction that there would be a few inconsistencies in recommended lines between this book and The Grinder's Manual. Poker is a fast evolving science where developments in modern theory occur very quickly indeed. Moreover, the current meta is always changing and this too calls for an ever changing approach. The average c-bet in this situation is made by Villain with a smaller sizing and a larger frequency than in 2015 when TGM was being written. Perhaps the biggest inaccuracy in TGM by today's standards is its suggestions for combating c-bets, namely the idea that Hero should forgo creating a raising range in this very spot on dry and semi-dry textures like this flop.

The range-bet has been a welcome strategic simplification for BU in this very spot. By using a small bet-size with somewhere approaching 100% frequency, BU forces BB to continue a lot to meet his MDF and guarantees a profitable and sound line for himself by leveraging his range and positional advantages to make this line unexploitable. However wide BB tries to 'punish' BU for this strategy, it does not work. BU simply ensures that he meets an MDF of his own when facing any flop raise or river probe bet after the turn checks through. BU can protect equity on the drier boards until his heart is content and this is the main benefit of this balanced strategy over others that involve more checking.

Given this realisation and the subsequent high frequency/small risk betting strategies that have emerged, BB is advised not to follow TGM's teachings in Chapter 8 but to deploy a raising range on the flop. Solvers have deemed this necessary and we may translate their numerically justified wisdom into more human language. The reason we must raise here is twofold:


	We should raise in order to remove the branches where we hold a hand with good equity and Villain realises all of his redraw equity for just this small c-bet by checking back the turn after we call flop.

	We should raise to remove the branches where Villain holds a hand that gives us immediate fold equity, but where, by merely calling flop, he realises equity that removes his inclination to fold.



Basically, it all comes down to denying equity, and therefore, EV. The deprivation of free equity is a concept which has fluctuated in popularity over the last decade and, it is fair to say that, it is now at an all time high in late 2017 as I write this analysis. Having a raising range is necessary for Hero, but how do we form it?

The engine is more merged than we might expect in choosing its raises. While it does stick to a degree of polarity by raising hands like good top pair plus, sets, two pair and then certain bluffs with a high frequency, it throws us a curve ball by also raising more marginal hands like J4s
 and 99
 with a higher frequency than we might expect. The idea here is a blend of thin value and protection as is so often the case with merged betting and raising ranges. Interestingly, this spot plays a lot more like a merged bet than a conventional polarised raise for BB due to the wide ranges and small sizing. Think about it. When people check to the raiser, they have everything and have not invested any money. When people range-bet small, they have everything and have invested very little money. We should treat these two lines similarly. It should therefore be unsurprising that this spot calls for a more merged strategy from BB than top players once believed.

Another nifty observation from the engine is that strong top pairs and weak top pairs are better raises than ones with mediocre kickers. What on earth is going on here? Well KJ
 is a better raise than J9
 because while the former blocks KK
 , the latter blocks 99
 . We want Villain to hold second best hands that are forced to continue when we value raise and so KJ
 wins the war of the blockers. KJ
 is also just a thicker value raise and beats top pair that J9
 does not. Now what about J4s
 ? This is a hand that blocks neither the overpairs nor the second best middle pair hands. It is neutral blocker hand and so a better raise than J9
 in this sense. The fact that we raised does not necessarily mean we will lose more money than we would by calling when we are behind a better J
 . We can pot control later. It is how the hand interacts with the lower hands in Villains' range that matters most.

An overall raising range therefore comprises strong hands at high frequencies, bluffs at a balanced frequency with these, and some medium strength merges and protection raises that seek to reduce Villain's ability to realise five cards of equity for the price of a tiny flop bet. In this rough model, it is co-optimal to raise KJ
 very often. The hand is a fantastic candidate raise as explained above. TGM recommends a call here to protect the calling range. This consideration is secondary to that of protecting equity. We see this clearly these days.

There is nothing I enjoy more when coaching than to tell a student that the line they quoted to me from TGM is plainly wrong. It keeps me hungry and open minded as a coach. Of course most of TGM is still very sound, and so I really do not mind admitting which parts are not.

Against a more polarised strategy from Villain, we would revert to not having a raising range again. Raises work well against merged strategies and badly against polar ones. This rule is an absolute cornerstone of a well rounded understanding of post-flop play.


The Coach's Line: Hero raises to $3.60


















Hand 81 - Check, Mate

Unlike the previous flop in Hand 80
 , this is a texture on which the in position player does not want to bet all of his range. The problem that HJ faces here in considering such a strategy is that BB has connected extremely often and well with this flop. Betting all of HJ's range involves betting awful hands like 33
 with no range advantage to make it defensible. Hands like 98s
 and TT
 are probably a larger proportion of the student's range than they are of Villain's. Moreover, pot control becomes a real priority here for HJ with a lot of his range. The most optimal strategy for HJ is therefore to bet at a higher sizing and lower frequency.

When HJ checks back, we expect to have a fairly large uncapped advantage on the turn, but the A
 is not quite the card that we were hoping for. This turn improves a lot of the air that HJ gave up with on the flop. These hands are now likely to call turn and river leads from us. The powerful hammer that we hold above Villain's head here is that we should have most of the 16 combos of KQ
 whereas he should bet these often on the flop, and in reality, probably does bet them close to always. Leading turn for just two thirds pot fails to grasp the essence of the situation. We should consider overbetting substantially when we probe here to apply maximum pressure and increase the EV of our uncapped range against Villain's capped range.

Check/raising is not the worst turn line ever and I presume that this is the student's choice, but there are some issues with it. Villain may pot control again with hands that would call turn leads like Ax
 and should do this very often if we are adopting a range check strategy. Range checking can be correct on A
 turns in some situations for BB here, but not on textures where he enjoys this great a nut advantage after flop checks through. Checking also deprives us of getting any protection against certain turn check behinds such as [QQ-KK]
 .

My choice against a balanced or competent opponent is to lead this turn for $4.50 with semi-bluffs and value hands alike. In reality, it may be better to unbalance our sizing against a nitty looking opponent and adopt the extremely cocky line of leading bluffs much larger than we lead value. In reality, this should yield a significant EV gain against the average Reg. Such gains are very necessary to find in order to beat the both the population and then the rake.

As played, the turn plays out in just the way we wanted to avoid, and worse still, Villain's Jx
 pot controls are never folding now on this river. With 86s
 the best line now is undoubtedly the small exploitative bluff because Villain's range is very inelastic to sizing. We can tell this from player type and board texture. Villain is too tight to be opening very many Tx
 combos from the HJ and so has two distinct types of hand that behave in rigid ways on this river. Firstly, is the sub-range of [QQ, KK, Ax, Jx]
 which is likely to call most bet sizes. The top end of this will call almost any bet size on a regular basis. Then we have hands like [22-66, 88, 99]
 that will likely fold to any remotely meaningful lead. This inelastic prediction is not concrete, but very likely to be true of this player type, in general.

The best exploitative size against such rigidity is a small one that targets the weak group for fold equity. Our blockers are awful for this purpose, but if we keep our sizing down, we can surely gain EV from the alternative of showing down 8-high.


Summary to the Student:
 You really must consider leading the turn large, but as played there is a very nice exploitative option available on the river.

















Hand 82 - Bet Check Betting

Against opponents who fold 52% to 3-bets or thereabouts, it becomes important to boost the strength and playability of our 3-bet range as seeing flops becomes commonplace. QTs
 is one of those hands, the inclusion of which classifies the 3-bet strategy as mixed. This hand makes a fine call too and so it only sometimes appears in our 3-bet range. To never 3-bet the hand would be to create a range that is either too strong to capitalise on fold equity or too polarised and weak to handle the frequent flops we are forced to see in the modern game against active Regs.

On the flop, a strategy of 3-betting [TT+, ATs+, KQs, AQo+]
 100% of the time and [77-99, A2s-A9s, K9s-KJs, Q9s+, J9s+, T8s+, 98s, 87s, 76s, AJo, KQo]
 50% of the time will give us a strong 58% range advantage on this texture against an average BU calling range of [66-JJ, A2s-AQs, K9s+, Q9s+, J9s+, T8s+, 98s, 87s, 76s, ATo-AQo, KJo+, QJo]
 .

This size of edge affords us a comfortable unexploitable range-bet strategy even with a positional disadvantage. My flop bet need not even be too small given the huge strength of my uncapped 3-betting range. Villain's MDF here is around 66%, but in reality he will be forced to fold more than this due to his equity disadvantage. His range for calling the c-bet should include all pairs, flush draws and a portion of the better floats and backdoor draws.

On the turn we have a couple of options. It is possible to bet again and merge our range since some of it still benefits from protection. As we sized a bit larger on the flop than we might have, however, more filtering has taken place in BU's range and our advantage has dissipated somewhat. Checking fairly often with give ups and pot controlling defensive SDV hands is sensible and I choose to use QTs
 as one of my defensive hands. It will help balance my hopeless A4s
 type stuff with no draw and my T
 is a negative blocker for betting as it reduces combos of TT
 within my opponent's range. Check/call is undoubtedly a solid choice here.

On the river, it is imperative that we bet. Why is this so? Even if this value bet turns out to be quite thin (and I doubt that this is true), there is still a very important strategic reason for betting. We will get to this river with utter junk, which is too low in showdown value to always check again. Some of these hands are now forced into taking a bet/check/bet bluff line and require balancing from some sort of bet/check/bet value hands. Again, we see QTs
 playing the role of the range bodyguard, this time in protecting these bluffing combos. There are other weaker hands in our turn checking range that we can choose to check/call on the river such as TT
 , which does a great job of blocking Villain's own QTs
 , a typical call/check/value-bet hand for Villain.

Our sizing should be reasonably large due to the fair amount of bluffs we will want to bet. While our hand is not truly invincible to Villain's calling range, it will win the vast majority of the time as will our other value bets here. Two thirds pot should do fine and allows us to bluff 28% of the time. We must still give up some air here and should favour that air which has some faint chance of winning if Villain surrenders the pot with no showdown value.

If this value bet size does turn out to be too thin against this opponent then we can overbluff our range as soon as we gather this read.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $10.20


















Hand 83 - Three-Way Adjustment

Multiway pots frequently cause my students issues, but there is a huge difference between three-way and then four-way and beyond. In a three-way pot, there is normally still a reasonable degree of fold equity against average players. We can make the assumption that while there is one extra player to get through, each player is less inclined to flat a c-bet on a three-way flop than he is HU. While CO's range is normally fairly snug and whiffs somewhat infrequently on a flop like this, BB can have a much wider range, since he is closing the pre-flop action for lucrative pot odds. C-betting such a strong draw is of course mandatory if Hero desires any kind of bluffing range at all and this bet should still yield reasonable fold equity.

Clearly, the student is taking an exploitative line of underbluffing this turn to not bet a draw as strong and blocker rich as this one. Let us investigate whether making such an underbluff is necessary based on some expected folding frequencies of the average Reg in multiway pots.

First off the CO. Let us assume that he cold calls pre-flop with a fairly standard average range of: [66-TT, ATs-AJs, KJs-KQs, QJs, JTs, T9s, 98s, 87s, AQo]
 . On this flop he will hold 67 combos when we hold KsJs
 . If he continues with any set, top pair, flush draw, and the very best second pair hands of [99-TT]
 , then he will call with: [TT-99, 66, AsTs, KQs-QJs, Ts9s, 9s8s, 8s7s, AQo]
 (34 combos). This means that CO is folding to our flop c-bet 49%
 of the time.

Now what about BB: he should be calling a lot wider pre-flop and squeezing hands like AQo
 a lot of the time. He will, therefore, be folding a lot more often to a c-bet than CO. [22-TT, A2s-AJs, KTs-KJs, QTs+, J9s+, T8s+, 97s+, 86s+, 76s, 65s, 54s]
 is 136 combos on the flop. Assuming for simplicity that he continues with the same criteria as CO, then his flop calling range will be: [99-TT, 66, 22, As7s-AsTs, As2s-As5s, QTs+, Ts8s+, 9s7s+, 8s7s, 6s5s, 5s4s]
 (38). This equates to BB folding the flop 72% of the time. Note this percentage as it is highly illuminating of an important truth: wide ranges fold very often in multiway pots on the flop
 .

The question now becomes: what does each opponent fold on the turn? When we bet again into two players our range is certainly going to be strong and perceived as such by two Regs. CO gets to this turn with 34 combos. Assuming that he now folds underpairs and weaker flush draws to a sizable second barrel as well as QJs
 , which is not looking so great on a three way turn, then he will continue just: [66, AsTs, KQs, AQo]
 (16). On this analysis, he is folding turn 53% of the time, which seems balanced in a multiway pot. If both players folded this amount then Hero would be getting 28% fold equity which is pretty close to what he needs to bet a hand like a strong flush draw after we factor in some pot equity and implied odds on some rivers.

In reality, BB will struggle to continue as often as CO does here to a large bet since much more of his flop calling range consists of weaker flush draws. The upshot is that Hero should therefore expect more than 28% combined fold equity, probably looking at something in the 30s instead. If this is the case, then betting a good flush draw will turn out to be fine. A two thirds pot bet has an RFE of 40% and our pot equity makes up the difference. In a vacuum, we have no reason to suppose that a turn bet is a bad idea. This means that we have no reason to deviate from a balanced strategy and an optimal approach would certainly demand that we bet this hand again. We must bluff less often multiway, but that cannot lead us down the faulty path of adopting no bluffing range at all. If KsJs
 does not bluff, then what does?

Even if we did lack fold equity slightly on the turn, this would not necessarily be a reason to decide to underbluff and check this hand. If we could make up for that by Villains folding a lot on the river then this hand would make an excellent triple candidate since it loses to busted A-high flush draws, but folds them out by betting a third time. We can conclude that the turn should be a bet.

Hero should check/fold as played on the turn. If his flush draw was nutted, it might be worth launching into an implied odds bonus type of pot odds calculation, but with an non-nutted draw, there is far too much reverse implied odds vs. BB's range to check/call here and there are board pairing spades
 to worry about on top of that. Our RE is 27.6% to call the turn and we do not have close to this. This turn play highlights a severe problem in the student's game. Fold equity is very important, even in multi-way pots where it is a bit lower. Investing money with a chance to win unimproved is far better than becoming fit or fold in a situation like this.

As played on the river, I see no other option than to check/fold, but by then the mistake has been committed.


Summary to the Student:
 Three way pots might grant less fold equity on average, but they are not always a licence to play fit or fold.

















Hand 84 - 4-Bet Pot Nightmares

4-bet pots are really tough. The landscapes that we encounter the least often provide the most uncertainty. The most important tip I offer my students in these situations is to be very aware of their own range. The reasons for this being mandatory are simple. Firstly, where ranges are more defined and smaller, it takes less of a strategic mistake to cause a massive imbalance. For example, how we play AK
 here defines how we play 16 combos of a very small range. Carelessness can very easily lead to a huge imbalance in our strategy. Secondly, snug pre-flop ranges are easier to plan and often allow us to avoid splitting our range on the flop. Very often in a 4-bet pot, it is defensible to range-check or to range-bet.

Range-checking has merit in situations where Villain's calling range to our 4-bet has connected well. The flop in this very hand is a good example of this. Range-betting is nice on dry boards and especially on Kxx
 boards, which normally allow the pre-flop 4-bettor to harness a strong range advantage from his AK
 , which pre-flop caller would have jammed pre-flop some amount of the time. Another reason why range checking this flop is fine in a 4-bet pot is that the pot has already been built to such an extent that we can get stacks in over only two streets of betting. This means that when we hold the extreme value end of our range, we are not losing so much by checking the flop as we would perhaps be in a 2-bet or 3-bet pot.

In this situation, I am 4-betting a polarised range that looks something like: [JJ+, AKs, A2s-A7s, K7s-K9s, J9s, 87s, 76s, 65s, AKo]
 (92). This is well balanced and offers me a mix of blockers and board coverage with my bluffs. Needless to say I flop terribly here compared to Villain who is full of JJ
 and AQ
 combos. My bluffs really hate textures containing either a Q
 or a J
 and certainly despise those with both. It would make little sense to construct a c-bet range when I have so many awful combos like suited aces, suited connectors and AK
 , which my opponent rarely if ever shows up with. Of course overpairs and the like are forced to check along with all the trash in my range, but as we noted already, this is not a big deal in what is already such a large pot.

The plan with this hand is to check/raise. I balance this by playing some JJ
 in the same way, and it is not unreasonable to give a hand like KK
 with no spade
 the same treatment. QQ
 on the other hand, is better off check/calling because it blocks so much of Villain's second best hands, leaving him more bluff heavy when he starts betting.

Unfortunately, Villain checks back and we miss the turn. The plan now changes. Villain is on average somewhat more capped and our value range is beginning to run out of time to build the pot. We now need a leading range and what better bluff to include in it than this one? Leading is clear, but how should we size? Although we expect to get shoved on quite rarely, it still makes sense to size down so as to lose the minimum on branches where we do have to bet/fold. We do not want to bet too small, however, as the branch where Villain calls turn and folds river is maximised for us the more we bet. However, we must avoid betting so large that we destroy our river fold equity entirely.

With $39.50 behind, a bet-size of $12.50 looks good to me. Planning ahead a little we can see that this will leave a river shove of $27.00 into what will be a pot of $46.75. This looks about right to achieve the above objectives and works well with our value range too.

Villain's range is very showdown value heavy here. It is worth noting that, in practice, most 50NL regs will fail to have much of a bluffing range if we check. This makes a strategy of overfolding to a turn bet a good one and allows us to bet a lot of our good hands and simply give up often with the terrible air that has not improved. It is not necessarily the case that we have too much fold equity right now and so a strategy of firing rivers very often when we do bet the turn is sensible. It is probably fine to omit a bet turn/give up river bluffing range here due to the nature of the texture and the predictable imbalances it is likely to provoke from our opponents.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $12.50


















Hand 85 - Intelligent Defence

The real meat of this spot occurs on the turn and river, but there are a couple of preliminary points regarding the first two streets to tackle first.

I am a fan of the 2.5BB HJ opening strategy as long as the table appears to be reggy and relatively 3-bet happy. The weakness of this strategy is of course its lesser clout in thinning the field. It usually takes just one weaker looking player in the blinds to entice an alert CO and BU to develop a reasonably wide cold calling range that will have a knock on effect. The smaller we open, the more inclined they are to widen these ranges. This sizing is fine, but scan stack sizes before you adopt this plan. There are tables on which it can be a significant error.

Now onto the flop. The small bet strategy is a useful way to utilise a range advantage and avoid the creation of a checking range, which would surrender too much equity to Villain's flop folding range. I never size quite this small in these spots, however. I use this third pot sizing when range-betting SB vs BB where it is more important to leave Villain's range very wide and where my range advantage is smaller due to the dilution of late position. In a spot like HJ vs. BB, however, our range advantage grows due to the concentration of overpairs in our opening range. Let's take a look.

Hero's Range: [22+, A2s+, K9s+, Q9s+, J9s+, T9s, 98s, 87s, 76s, ATo+, KJo+]
 (250)

Villain's Range (If 3-betting Linear): [22-99, A2s-A9s, K9s-KJs, Q9s+, J9s+, T8s+, 97s+, 86s+, 76s, 65s, 54s, ATo-AJo, KTo+, QTo+, JTo] (260)


On the flop, our range enjoys a huge 58% equity advantage over Villain's. To bet this tiny is almost a shame in position when there is no downside to sizing up a bit. Even when Villain filters his range more to the larger sizing and folds more bad hands, we will still be in position holding our own on the turn. The solver prefers a larger bet when things are this rosy. In essence, more money goes into the pot when things are better. As we are range-betting and the population tends to overfold to small sizes, I would still keep my bet size to around 45% pot, but that is a big improvement on 35% pot here.

Hero's turn sizing is a little large for a range that is betting as merged as underpairs. A size of half pot or just over would be more apt for this sort of strategy as the EV of betting the mediocre hands drops significantly as our sizing increases.

I like the turn call from Hero after Villain raises. Let me show you a ladder of in-game thought process quality for deciding to call the turn. The first thought processes are made by weak players. These thoughts gradually improve and the final one represents how I would think about the spot in-game and the answer to this spot.


	Not letting this guy push me about (Awful)

	Villain is trying to represent the 8
 and I don't believe him (Bad)

	I don't know how often Villain bluff raises the turn but there are not many combos of 8x
 in his range (Less Bad)

	I can fold a lot here to this sizing, and I have a lot of higher pairs than 99
 (Promising)

	I can fold a lot here, but 99 is actually a really good call since it blocks 98s
 (Good)

	I can fold a lot here, but this particular 99
 is a really good call because it blocks the only combos of 98s
 that Villain can hold and blocks no flush draws at all and no hands like JTs
 .

	(Great)



The weakest students reason in emotional ego fueled nonsense. Average students have some notion that it is not too easy for Villain to have a value hand, but quite easy for him to have semi-bluffs. Stronger students actually forget about guessing about Villain's bluffing frequency and solve the spot from a GTO perspective. How could this hand ever be a fold when it skews Villain's range even further from value and towards bluffs? Our MDF on this turn comes in at 43%
 (1 - Villain's RFE). This hand is certainly in the most suitable 43% of our turn betting range to call. The turn call might look loose, but it is actually a very intelligent one.

The river is very interesting. This sizing is ridiculous for a range that contains a lot of missed draws and gives us such an obvious call that we are justified in smelling that something is perhaps off. The old saying that if something seems too good to be true, then it probably isn't, is applicable here. We can sympathise for Hero and his river call, however. He is being handed an MDF of 76%, which makes this hand a snap call in strategic terms, but we cannot help but wonder if it is a good exploitative adjustment to overfold. While it is not theoretically incorrect for Hero to call this river, we must ask what percentage of Regs are capable or willing to bluff this size in these games? I think under 20% of them. This means that we are losing a good bit over 80% of the time since the small minority who can bluff for a small size often still have their value range.

When we have an exploitative read, either on a player, or simply on the population, that suggests that one line may be significantly higher EV in a vacuum than another, we should listen to that read. This information gives us a licence to rotate the situation and look at it through our own eyes instead of Villain's. Believing that Villain is unbalanced, it is no longer necessary to follow our MDF and we can instead roam free into the realm of good old fashioned pot odds and RE. Our RE here is 19% and given my assumption, we are short of what we need. I would be brave and fold this river without a read that Villain is tricky. Aggressive players hate to offer great pot odds when they bluff and more passive ones just don't bluff enough (especially for this sizing). The only Villain who kills me by bluffing with this size is a highly intelligent trickster who knows I will react by overfolding. I think this guy is as much of a genuine danger as the bogeyman under my bed at night. I would fold.


Summary to the Student:
 I am impressed by your turn call, but this river sizing makes wonder how good a GTO approach is going to be now, relative to the exploitative alternative.

















Hand 86 - Strategy vs. Tactics

Chess players love to use the analogy of strategy vs. tactics because it applies to so many things in games and in life. Tactics in chess are the choices we make based on concrete calculation. We try to work out the next few moves for each player in some continuation and decide if it favours us. If our rook takes his rook, then his knight hops into f6 with check before white has to recapture. This is a bad thing and we must guard f6 immediately. Strategy encompasses the slow static nature of the position. A certain pawn structure lends itself to the strategy of swapping off black's dark squared bishop and attacking on the dark squares. This is a long term kind of planning. The analogy in poker is of course that tactical play is exploitative vacuum play and strategic play is theoretically solid GTO based play.

The reason that the poker novice learns to give the idea of slowplaying bad press is that he only understands it in tactical terms and sees why it is bad only in a vacuum. Do not check your set vs. this passive Fish because you lose value and your job is to maximise vacuum EV by building the pot. Slowplaying can be good tactically, for example, when stack sizes are shorter and the urgency to build the pot is diminished, or alternatively, when Villain is hyper aggressive and can be relied upon to bet in position very often when we check to him.

But slowplaying also has a sensible strategic purpose - to protect the sub-range that plays passively and then cannot continue to the next bit of aggression from Villain. In this flop situation, Hero is doing significantly worse vs. Villain's range than on a drier flop.

We shall assume that Hero has 3-bet with: [77+, A2s+, K9s+, Q9s+, J9s+, T8s+, 98s, 87s, 76s, ATo+, KJo+]


And that Villain has called with: [66-TT, A2s-AQs, K9s+, Q9s+, J9s+, T9s, 98s, 87s, 76s, ATo-AQo, KJo+]


Hero has 55% equity on T44r
 and 53.5% on T94r
 . This difference in equity is subtle, but it gives Villain enough higher equity hands that we are no longer looking to range-bet. I think this spot is a close decision as to whether or not to build a checking range, but when out of position I sway slightly to the strategy of checking sometimes and polarising the betting range to some extent. I also think range-betting would be okay, but on wetter boards it becomes a lot worse. This flop is a dividing line between two strategies. Of course, how much of our range we choose to bet is a spectrum and it is certainly okay to bet most of the time but develop some checking range in a spot like this.

In any case, the 'slowplay' of KK
 , if you must call it that, is not deployed because we think it is tactically best, but because sometimes we must check hands like this in order to play an optimal strategy that involves check/folding some hands. The slowplay is purely strategic and we hope to make up for any lost vacuum EV from missing a value bet. We do this by making money from hands that Villain bluffs with that would not call us down if we were to start betting ourselves. There are pros and cons to checking KK
 here, but it is a fairly stable hand and a strong one that deserves some representation within a check/call range. The overall EV of our check/calling range is boosted by the inclusion of KK
 and so therefore is the overall EV of a strategy that involves checking.

When Villain does not bet the flop, we must start betting and we are now clearly polarised between value bets and hands that were check/folding the flop, but have reignited themselves into a bluff. Our sizing is large to maximise the EV of betting such a shape of range.

The river is close to a complete brick and so our betting shape does not change. We merely remove some of our turn bluffs from it since we have a strategic duty to narrow our betting range as we move towards the river. We become more and more value heavy as the equity of our bluffs decreases and as Villain's calling range strengthens. Large sizing is again recommended because Villain's range is still capped from his flop check.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $17.00
  

















Hand 87 - Cluedo

Cluedo is a largely boring game for the most part. I always found it rather dull as a child making the mundanely automatic deduction that Mrs Peacock is in Elanor's hand, so Mrs Peacock cannot also be in the murderer sleeve in the middle of the board. What I found a little more exciting were the more indirect deductions available in the game. Jake just accused Mrs Peacock with the Spanner in the Billiard Room. Jessica just showed him a card, but Elanor has already shown me Mrs Peacock and I am holding the Billiard Room so now I know that the Spanner is not the murder weapon. It is these kind of more subtle deductions that average and poor poker players miss day in day out.

Player type is possibly the most crucial exploitative information of all. It emerges subtly and all of a sudden. It can change absolutely everything about how we should think of the hand from that point on. If we are not paying attention, we can miss stack size clues, bet sizing clues, line clues and more that illuminate key player type information and tip the scales very definitely in one exploitative direction.

Take this hand for example. We are dealing with a complete unknown right up until the turn. There is a difference between someone who is truly unknown and someone who is merely being called an unknown. There is very often a subtle clue that the student is choosing to ignore perhaps due to the fallacy of non- definite information. This fallacy is the belief that because some information is uncertain that it is best to disregard it. This kind of skepticism will destroy your ability to make great deviations from your default strategy. This Villain is a true unknown, until, that is, he leads the turn for a fairly small size after calling a flop c-bet.

The first question to ask at this point is how often is a player who takes this line a Fish? The answer, strikingly, is almost always. There are some Regs who justifiably lead certain turn cards especially ones that give the flop caller a big range advantage, but this is not one of these cards. In fact, Hero has more flushes than Villain now by some distance as he c-bets a flush draw at a higher frequency than Villain calls one due to Villain having some raising frequency on the flop. Donking here makes no sense for a strong player. Some very aggressive weaker Regs might lead here but this player type is an endangered species at 50NL Zoom. By far the most likely cause of the turn lead is that Villain is a Fish.

Now how do we use this information? On the turn we expect to see some flushes, some bluffs and maybe some hands like two pair and sets that are now afraid of the board getting any wetter. It is a normal Fish reaction to start piling money into the pot when their very strong hand becomes less comfortable. This is down to the fight response triggered by the higher adrenaline levels provoked by the bad turn card.

On the river, Villain's range changes massively. Here is the demystifying deduction the student needs to find:


	The only Fish types who commonly make large overbet bluffs on the river are very aggressive Fish who default to large sizings most of the time.

	If Villain were this sort of player he would have bet bigger on the turn a lot of the time

	Villain led a fairly small size on the turn

	Villain is usually not a very aggressive overbet bluffing Fish

	Therefore, Villain's river range is usually strong



Do not worry about the littering of 'usually' and 'most of the time' in the above reasoning. This deductive logic is powerful and sways our decision massively, but like the vast majority of poker reasoning, is not water-tight and will sometimes be wrong. This does not devalue it as the fallacy of non-definite information claims. It is far better to use deductive logic that is normally correct to make your decision than to wait for a close to 100% accurate read before making exploitative decisions. You will be waiting a long time and losing a lot to the rake in the meantime.

If we added a caveat that Jessica and Jake would each mistake the Spanner for the Lead Piping 20% of the time, then 4% of the time the card shown could have been the lead piping. We would still be correct in ruling out the spanner the vast majority of the time and we would of course be insane not to use this information.


Summary to the Student:
 Well played so far. Now a fairly easy exploitative fold is in order.

















Hand 88 - Polarised Fragility

It is debatable how a default 3-bet range in this pool should look BU vs CO in the modern game, but this is one of the spots where a polarised starting point is probably still okay even in late 2017. A lot of Regs tend to overfold pre-flop here due to the perceived discomfort of flatting 3-bets out of position. As long as the table composition offers some refuge from squeezes behind, Hero can develop a substantial calling range and polarise his 3-betting so as to maximise the total amount of combos that he plays. Having fold equity and safety in flatting affords this widening and this is the very point of the polar range. By hosting some 3-bet bluffs, our range offers a +EV way of entering the pot to hands that would normally have to fold. The hands above these call instead of 3-betting, to make room; we can only have so many weak 3-betting hands.

To 3-bet K2s
 as a bluff certainly implies a very wide flatting range and this may or may not be defensible from my vague description of 'tight looking'. It will depend on the sample size. There is a chance that I am getting a little out of line here in anticipation of more fold equity than would be balanced. I must be careful in the long run though as this is a spot in which an unrefined 50NL LAG can easily lose sight of balance and overshoot the mark significantly with respect to his 4-bet bluffing frequency. If CO turns out to be such a player, then overbluffing will not be right.

Right or wrong, and almost certainly no more than a tiny mistake, we 3-bet here as part of a polarised strategy. Villain flats. If we give ourselves a value range of [TT+, AJs+, KQs, AQo+]
 (55) and a bluffing range that starts off at the bottom of our flatting range and sprawls down towards K2s
 as the worst hand we 3-bet, then we will suffer an equity disadvantage of a few percent against an average CO flatting range to the 3-bet on this flop. This illuminates the fragility of a polarised range. This flop situation calls for caution, bluff control and a high pot control frequency on the flop. In reality, if Villain was aware of our pre-flop strategy he would be advised to develop a leading range on this flop, but this is not a strategy we are ever likely to encounter in the real world.

The decision to check the flop does not originate from any kind of desire to maximise vacuum EV. I do not think there is a great difference between checking and betting against the average Reg. While betting can set up fold equity for future streets and surrenders the pot less often by the river, this is also a texture on which we will face a check/raise quite often. The check is designed to contain my bluffing frequency. As our range is at a disadvantage and fold equity is low on average, we should relish the opportunity to take free cards and many of our Kx
 combos go down this road. Others will bet when the sun is in a different part of the sky. The key is frequency control and this can be randomised easily.

Villain's small turn lead is accurate as he certainly has very few bluffs on this run-out. His range might be polarised, but then again it might not be with this sizing. If he is unfortunate enough to have decided to play two pair or a set this way then raising our Kx
 will punish his over-exuberance. In GTO land, there is certainly no reason to raise the turn as Villain's leading range is polarised and the role of our Kx
 is to protect all of our weaker turn calls. My raise here is an attempt to exploit a possible imbalance in the population, namely that they will lead too often with sets, pair + flush draw, and two pair. If this read is not true of my opponent on this occasion then it will barely cost us at all, due to how the population is likely to underbluff. The mistake in raising vs. a GTO coherent opponent is that we let his bluffs off the hook and achieve nothing vs. his Kx
 , but fortunately the population will not play properly here on average.

The river donk-shove comes from a value hand about 98% of the time in practice. It is very unlikely that Villain was both leading and calling a raise with bottom two pair on the turn and also now understands that this needs to be his lead bluffing range. If he even has a lead bluffing range of any kind on the river I will be heavily surprised. The reality is that 99% of Regs have called the turn raise with an airless range and now simply have boat all of the time since shoving a straight makes little sense. We should fold without the nuts or very close to it.

There are times when the true solution to a spot is such an enormously unbalanced strategy that considering the spot in anything but a vacuum is suicidal.


The Coach's Line: Hero folds


















Hand 89 - The Skeptic's Wrath

This hand follows the last one in order to highlight the differences in Hero's default 3-bet strategy between the two spots. While an unknown full stacked player allowed us to deploy a polar strategy without too much fear of retribution in Hand 88, the Villain in this hand does not grant us the same luxury. He has already shown a propensity to defend a large quantity of his range to a 3-bet. Given that he is underfolding, a linear strategy becomes correct for Hero. Another key difference here is that the players behind us do not give off the initial impression of tightness. In fact, they give off no impression whatsoever. This makes the development of a flatting range a riskier strategy. The two conditions for polarity: high fold equity and the existence of a flatting range, are not met and so Hero should treat this spot much like how he handles the SB. Cold calling is going more and more out of fashion and for good reason in the aggressive modern game. We can play 3-bet or fold here. In this strategy, A3s
 is a clear 3-bet and Hero's range can be something like:


[66+, A2s+, K9s+, Q9s+, J9s+, T8s+, 97s+, 87s, 76s, ATo+, KJo+] (234)


Our position makes flatting a 4-bet comfortable and CO's wide opening range makes our desired 3-bet frequency higher. There is, therefore, no reason to shy away from a wide linear range. Just make sure that you defend it around 45% against a 4-bet assuming normal sizing.

It is strange to flat a 3-bet with a small pocket pair here, but Hero's sizing was quite small and stacks are deeper. This added to our read that Villain calls too many 3-bets certainly does not eliminate [22-33]
 from his range for seeing the flop. Since Villain seems active and appears to rep close to 0 value combos on this flop, the student is quite right to avoid folding a pair to the raise especially one that blocks sets so effectively. Whenever an opponent has a tiny value range and you can block it further, your hand is an absolute beast as long as he is capable of bluffing. I am almost excited at how well our hand is doing here. Our MDF on this flop is 1 - (11 / (11 + 12.91)) = 52%. Not only is this hand clearly in the most suitable 52% of our range to defend, but the student is advised to underfold vs. a player type who will often try to win pots, has a wide pre-flop range, and is usually polarised with next to no value range. It might even be exploitatively okay to never ever fold here!

The question of whether or not to defend is a very different one from that of how to defend. The downside of shoving is that we win no more money from bluffs and risk more than we need to at this juncture against Villain's value range. The upside is that our semi-vulnerable hand benefits from some protection. The upside to calling is that we win more money from bluffs, play consistently with how we play big hands, and have an easier time balancing the strategy. Since we expect Villain to follow through quite often with his bluffing range on the turn, (and it is reasonable to assume he has a bluff most of the time at this point) we should favour calling. Hero's shove is certainly better than a fold, but it is not the best line. Take a deep breath and prepare to not fold later on even on grim looking run-outs. Villain will usually miss a Q
 turn no matter how ugly it looks for our hand.

By simply calling the raise, we trap an extra bluff in the pot on many branches and avoid the fairly bad risk/reward ratio of shoving created by Villain's small sizing and the slightly deeper stacks on the flop. If there was less money left behind then the branch where we run into the nuts hurts us less and Villain has less behind to bluff should we just call. In that case we could give a bit more importance to the protection gained by shoving.


Summary to the Student:
 You have done a good job of identifying that we must defend actively here, but this is not the highest EV way of doing it in position against someone aggressive.

















Hand 90 - Timing The Raising Range

Against an opponent who thus far fits the ABC mold I elect to deploy a flatting range and a hyper polarised 3-bet strategy SB vs. UTG. The issue here with 3-betting linear is that if the UTG opening range and continuing range are both tight, then I am building a large pot with an equity disadvantage with many hands that play fine against an opening range. I will typically default to a 3-bet strategy of [KK+, KQo, A5s]
 if I want to be balanced against such a player. If I have greater evidence of his overfolding, then I might add in the other suited wheel aces, and in more extreme cases, some suited connectors and even AJo
 . The inclusion of AJo
 into the exploitative range and KQo
 into my balanced 3-bet range is based on the high blocker value of these hands. Blockers work more efficiently against tighter players as the strong hands they remove form a larger part of Villain's continuing range to the 3-bet. Finally, I should dodge squeezes to a decent extent when Villain has opened from UTG and so I am not concerned about not getting to see the flop on a regular basis.

The flop is a standard check/call as it is totally undesirable to build a raising range against large c-bet sizing from a tighter player. I have just 4 combos that I would want to value raise and three quarters of them are JJ
 , which blocks Villain's bet/call range heavily. A call is very normal for now.

The turn is where things become more interesting. On the flop, it was argued that my hand made a terrible raise due to blocking Jx
 , however, when Villain bets a second time on this turn, his value range shifts to AQ-AK
 , which we leave completely intact. JJ
 is therefore a great combo to raise for value. The other hand that we might consider value raising here is AJ
 , but this is clearly a worse applicant for the role of check/raise due to the fact that it does reduce the top pair combos that we can expect to bet/call.

There is also a very important strategic reason why we desire a raising range and therefore are compelled to raise JJ
 - we need some bluff raises. For the small 2.5BB open, I am also flatting some decent suited hands like [KsQs, QsTs, Ts9s, 9s8s, 8s7s]
 . These combos do not want to call again since they will lose unimproved to Villain's bluffing range (eg. KQ
 ) if they call and check river. Calling to lead out the river is also very strange with a range disadvantage against an uncapped opponent. These hands also cannot fold turn without making our strategy far too nitty. Therefore, they have no choice but to check/raise. [JJ, 22]
 balance these hands nicely.

The downside to raising JJ
 is that we lose value from Villain's bluffing range when he was also going to bluff the river, or when he was intending on rivering a straight. These branches are a shame, but not something we should try to avoid. The strategic explanation of why we must embrace this disappointment is that, by raising turn, we maximise value against hands like AQ
 and some flush draws that were going to give up river unimproved. The exploitative explanation is that tighter Villains do not triple barrel bluff anywhere near enough and so the times we shutdown a KQ
 that would have tripled barreled are insignificant.

Our turn raise sizing should be large enough to apply considerable polarised pressure, but since Villain is uncapped and can have AA
 , we should not go overboard on this.


The Coach's Line: Hero raises to $13.50


















Hand 91 - Picked Last in 3-Bet Class

You might wonder why some strong players are so particular about always 3-betting a suited hand in some spot, while rarely touching its offsuit counterpart. There are two reasons for this habit; it is not just a seduction on the eye, but an exercise in combinatoric control. One thing that we would like to avoid against any opponent who gives us reason to care about balance is 3-betting too many hands that make poor continues to a 4-bet. Committing this mistake in the first place leaves Hero with the gruesome choice between overfolding and making some very dubious flats or 5-bets. The answer is of course to select your original 4-bet range more carefully. KQs
 is just 4 combos and these make perfectly respectable additions to a strategy of flatting 4-bets given the extra options they provide in a huge pot. On the other hand, KQo
 is three times the combos and is a hand that is not going to be as lucrative a call facing a fourth bet. The first reason for assigning a lower 3-bet frequency to KQo
 is that hands like this will quickly cause us strategic balancing problems if we always 3-bet them.

The second reason for avoiding a 100% 3-bet frequency with this hand is that it is simply less useful in a 3-bet pot than a 2-bet pot against most Regs. The reason for this is that the flush potential of the hand is extremely powerful in a big pot where stack off ranges represent a larger amount of the range with which both players see the flop. Flopping a huge hand in a large pot is, needless to say, one of the most profitable branches on the EV tree. KQo
 lacks this flush potential and relies on mainly the strength of one pair hands. These are very powerful holdings in a 2-bet pot since Villain's range is unfiltered and often dominated when both players connect. When we 3-bet, we narrow this range and create a situation where one pair loses implied odds and picks up reverse implied odds.

Now, delving into the actual scenario, Villain is thus far tight vs. 3-bets. As a result, we are persuaded to adopt a more polar 3-bet range from the get-go. This means shifting away from hands like fairly large offsuit holdings and favouring hands that benefit more from fold equity and have more nut potential in a 3-bet pot. KQo
 does not gain so much from making Villain fold since its calling EV is already very high. It is, therefore, a misuse of the hand to 3-bet it and then fold to a 4-bet here. Such a strategy would result in us turning a powerful calling hand into a semi-bluff in a spot where we have plenty of other hands available that gain much more by 3-bet bluffing.

In a base strategy, against an unknown Reg, it will be fine to give this hand some 3-bet frequency, ensuring that we still flat it sometimes. Against this opponent, I would start off by flatting it 100% of the time. We just do not get called enough by worse.

So far so good from the student. We see a fairly favourable flop and Villain checks behind. Villain has a high flop c-bet and so we can assume that he usually bets air with any prospect of improvement as well as his strong hands. From this action sequence the classic pattern of capped vs. uncapped emerges and the correct theoretical response for Hero is to start increasing his turn lead sizing with a newfound nut advantage and equity advantage from a range vs. range perspective.

On that note, Hero's turn sizing is very astute. Villain has no sound strategic way to prevent Hero's leading range from maximising EV provided that Hero remains polar with this sizing. I prefer a two tier sizing game-plan for Hero here. Let me flesh out this idea for you.

Size 1 is the overbet as the student has done here. This range consists of most of the strong value hands that are huge favourites against Villain's check back flop and call turn showdown value type hands. The other type of hand in this range is a bluff, examples of which include open enders and flush draws. The more nutted draws are more suitable for this sizing as they river hands that can value bet very large in a larger pot. The value hands chosen excel in this role due to being good very thick value bets in large pots.

Size 2 is around half pot. The purpose of this bet-size is protection, thinner value, and cheaper stabs with lower equity bluffs. It consists of bluffs that will not improve to the nuts as often, but do block some of Villain's weak Jx
 and his Tx
 as these are the hands with which he is most inclined to check back the flop and then call us down with. We will also lead some vulnerable hands here like top pair and second pair and will throw in some stronger value combos that block Villain's calling range heavily like JT
 . As JT
 blocks the better calling hands in Villain's range it is better off targeting his weaker bluff catchers. The small bet does just that. Note the difference between 55
 and JT
 here. Despite being similar in strength they are begging to join different betting ranges due to differences in blockers.

As played KQ
 makes a sensible addition to the nutted large betting range - it will win almost always when Villain tries to bluff catch his way to showdown.

This river is not perfect for Hero, but students are often too quick to ignore how flush cards might react with different ranges based on Villain's prior actions in the hand. It is true that if this flush was drawable to from the flop, we would fear it less as Villain's flop betting frequency with a flush draw would be very high. If the flop had been bet, we might be slightly less afraid of the backdoored flush than of the immediately drawable flush. That said, we do expect Villain to c-bet a back door flush draw quite often. This means we can still think of Villain's likely range as capped to a large extent.

This card removes a bit of our uncapped advantage, but we do still retain a large chunk of it based on the above analysis. Our sizing should remain large, but can be a little smaller than on a non-spade where our value range is completely crushing a capped range. Hero has made too much of a sizing adjustment based on this flush card and is tossing away EV with what is still a very large nut advantage. As long as we are betting some non-flush-draw bluffs on the turn, then we will have enough air to size up to around three quarters pot comfortably.


Summary to the Student:
 An accurately played hand up until the river. You have perhaps overlooked the capping effect of Villain checking the flop, where many Regs will c-bet backdoor flush draws automatically, especially guys with a 79% c-bet stat.

















Hand 92 - Weaker Armies Need Bigger Guns

I find myself with an easy pre-flop call to this sizing. 98s
 is just the sort of hand that wants to accept this gratuitous price. It will try to outflop big cards often, and win smaller pots, then outflop big pairs less frequently but win very large pots the times it does. This hand is versatile and helps bring board coverage and diversity to my range, which needs to defend a lot against this small 3-bet. The deeper stacks help with this further. Do not be deterred by Villain's high 3-bet stat here. Some students might form an objection along the lines of: "but Villain has a weak range so we have no implied odds." In response to this I would stress, firstly, that this hand is versatile enough not to rely solely on nut potential and getting paid off, and secondly, that implied odds do not just come from tight Villains who always have the nuts, but also from loose ones who like to pretend that they do.

There is no reason whatsoever to develop a raising range on this flop. We have the option to check/raise turns if we need to, but for now keeping our range uncapped in a spot where Villain holds more AA
 and AK
 than we do is prudent. I would 4-bet sometimes with these stacks against this width of 3-bet range and so my range is capped. I am not willing to let Villain see a flop deep for just 8BBs when I have the nuts. His over ambitious 3-betting (if it holds true over a large sample) requires me to fight back aggressively to deny equity and means that I can widen my 4-bet value range somewhat. As a result of this, I endure enough of a disadvantage on this board after just flatting the 3-bet to refrain from raising anything for now.

On the turn, it is time to check raise some hands like TT
 , ATs
 and 22
 , which we could mine pre-flop against an overly aggressive Villain for good implied odds with this price and stack size. Our actual hand would make a nice semi-bluff since it does not block any of Villain's broadway gutshots which are perhaps the most likely hands for him to bet/fold as a bluff. 9-high needs to seize some initiative if it is to continue to a decent bet-size. There is just no EV in calling to check 9-high on most rivers.

As played, Villain checks behind and we nail the river. It is now time to reflect on our range. We will also call the flop with a whole host of gutshots that did not get there. There are therefore, plenty of bluffs in our range and the bigger we bet, the more of these we can bet. The idea is one we have met time and time again in this book and back in TGM. Bluff-heavier ranges need to give Villain a worse price on a call than value heavier ranges do. Villain's RE depends on our sizing and his true equity depends on our range composition. It is correct to bring these two values to the same point. We do this by increasing RE and TE at the same time. Bluffs increase. Sizing increases. Weaker armies need bigger guns.

If we are to bet a value range of [AQ, ATs, 22, A5s, 8s7s, 9s8s, Ts9s, JsTs, QsTs, QsJs, KsJs, KsQs]
 (26) and a bluffing range of non spade QJs
 and KJs
 and then KQo
 with a spade, then we bluff 12 combos. This means that Villain's TE is 12 / (12 + 26) = 31.5%
 if he calls with a bluff catcher. We should size so as to give him the same price in RE. We should all know that a pot sized bet would offer Villain an RE of 33% so we shall need to go a little smaller than this. A size of $17.00 does this, precisely hitting 31.5% RE. Of course we could add some more KQ
 combos to this bluffing range and size bigger still, but our value range is not totally nutted. The drawback with overbetting is running into better flushes and boats that checked back the turn. These may not be so common, and with a read that Villain was certainly capped, we could consider widening the bluff range and increasing the sizing further.


The Coach's Line: Hero bets $17.00


















Hand 93 - Criteria for Success

This is a spot that becomes very technical Active Reg vs. Active Reg and will require some extensive range analysis in order to find the optimal river plan for Hero. We begin this journey pre-flop with the student's 3-bet range. Assuming that Hero is 3-betting a linear range from the SB of: [88+, A2s+, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, AJo+, KQo]
 (151) and that CO is defending to the 3-bet with: [88-JJ, A8s-AQs, KTs+, QTs+, JTs, T9s, 98s, AJo-AQo, KQo]
 (94), we will suffer a 48% equity disadvantage on the flop.

This is pretty typical of a coordinated Q
 high board since it misses much less of Villain's range than it does ours. The fact that we hold QQ-AA
 and he does not is less important when we suffer this air disadvantage. The result is to begin by checking at a very high frequency. We might bet with some combos of KK
 and AA
 without a backdoor flush draw, and add 99
 to the mix, balancing these with showdown valueless draws that hate to check/call, but the majority of our range will check in order to make sure that we can continue enough to a bet. Villain has a lot of hands that want to start semi-bluffing here and so check/calling most of our good hands and top pair is mandatory when we suffer this range disadvantage.

Our current hand falls squarely into the middle of the check/call range. We are not in a strong enough range vs. range position to consider betting to protect its equity. We check/call expecting to run into some semi-bluffs and expecting not to mind some turn cards. This is one of the better turns for this part of our range as Villain moves further behind with his semi-bluffing range from the flop. This is also a strong turn for our range since we can have [T9s, 98s]
 where as Villain's usually cannot. These hands usually check behind in a mostly polarised flop stabbing strategy vs. our flop check. Our opponent's 99
 combos have also just been slashed in three. Villain should, therefore, adopt a lower betting frequency on this turn than on most other ones.

His checking behind range will usually be a mix of air that has decided not to follow through and pot controlling Qx
 . The latter are too thin to triple with for value and fit best as turn checks because they can never be raised this way and grant protection to the hands he will be folding to a river lead. TT
 is not a part of our range that we ever want to lead on a non T
 river, and on this specific river, we should not even have a leading range of any sort. Why is this?

Villain should rarely be reaching this river with anything that does not fit into one of two very opposite groups. Based on our earlier analysis, our opponent makes it here with the nuts or air. Some of this might be A-high
 , but a lot of it will be combos like KJs
 , KTs
 and JTs
 and this will require some bluffing frequency to balance out his Qx
 .

So Hero's job is to check everything and then either call or fold based on his MDF and where his hand fits into the task of meeting it. For this bet sizing, Villain needs 24.5 / (24.5 + 41.2) = 37%
 fold equity to break even on a bluff. This is the amount of our range that we should strive to fold, leaving our MDF at 63%
 . Does our actual hand fall into the top 63% of our range? To answer this, we must explore what else Hero check/calls on the flop, and hence, gets to the river with in this fashion.

Since we are betting the flop with some overpairs and 99
 as well as some draws, our flop check/call range will be everything else that has some degree of showdown value. We must be careful not to overfold to the flop stab and are therefore forced to call hands like AK
 as well as our top pair, second pair, and the middle pairs of [TT-JJ]
 . We also have the one nutted combo of QQ
 , but this appears too rarely to be relevant. As Villain's range is polarised at this point, the showdown value of our various bluff catchers can be assumed to be identical. That is to say that there is no showdown value related benefit to preferring one over the other.

The separation criteria for our candidate bluff catchers is simply their blocker value. The idea here is that it is very important to block Villain's value range and not his bluffing range. Hands which block his value range heavily and do not interfere with his bluffs are those containing an A
 since these block AQ
 but no gutshots. A K
 is a decent blocker since it reduces KQ
 , but it does also interfere with some KJs
 combos. Anything with a J
 or a T
 is very unsuitable to bluff catch with as these hands block JTs
 heavily and also reduce the combos of KJs
 and KTs
 . This part of our range has little blocking power against Villain's value range since combos like QT
 and QJ
 are only likely to exist in suited form in the first place when he flats our 3-bet pre-flop. A suited Qx
 is just two com