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Petitioner Bruce Abramski offered to purchase a handgun for his uncle. 
The form that federal regulations required Abramski to fll out (Form 
4473) asked whether he was the “actual transferee/buyer” of the gun, 
and clearly warned that a straw purchaser (namely, someone buying a 
gun on behalf of another) was not the actual buyer. Abramski falsely 
answered that he was the actual buyer. Abramski was convicted for 
knowingly making false statements “with respect to any fact material 
to the lawfulness of the sale” of a gun, 18 U. S. C. § 922(a)(6), and for 
making a false statement “with respect to the information required . . . 
to be kept” in the gun dealer's records, § 924(a)(1)(A). The Fourth Cir-
cuit affrmed. 

Held: 
1. Abramski's misrepresentation is material under § 922(a)(6). 

Pp. 177–191. 
(a) Abramski contends that federal gun laws are entirely uncon-

cerned with straw arrangements: So long as the person at the counter 
is eligible to own a gun, the sale to him is legal under the statute. To 
be sure, federal law regulates licensed dealer's transactions with “per-
sons” or “transferees” without specifying whether that language refers 
to the straw buyer or the actual purchaser. But when read in light of 
the statute's context, structure, and purpose, it is clear this language 
refers to the true buyer rather than the straw. Federal gun law estab-
lishes an elaborate system of in-person identifcation and background 
checks to ensure that guns are kept out of the hands of felons and other 
prohibited purchasers. §§ 922(c), 922(t). It also imposes record-
keeping requirements to assist law enforcement authorities in investi-
gating serious crimes through the tracing of guns to their buyers. 
§§ 922(b)(5), 923(g). These provisions would mean little if a would-be 
gun buyer could evade them all simply by enlisting the aid of an inter-
mediary to execute the paperwork on his behalf. The statute's lan-
guage is thus best read in context to refer to the actual rather than 
nominal buyer. This conclusion is reinforced by this Court's standard 
practice of focusing on practical realities rather than legal formalities 
when identifying the parties to a transaction. Pp. 177–189. 
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(b) Abramski argues more narrowly that his false response was not 
material because his uncle could have legally bought a gun for himself. 
But Abramski's false statement prevented the dealer from insisting that 
the true buyer (Alvarez) appear in person, provide identifying informa-
tion, show a photo ID, and submit to a background check. §§ 922(b), 
(c), (t). Nothing in the statute suggests that these legal duties may be 
wiped away merely because the actual buyer turns out to be legally 
eligible to own a gun. Because the dealer could not have lawfully sold 
the gun had it known that Abramski was not the true buyer, the mis-
statement was material to the lawfulness of the sale. Pp. 189–191. 

2. Abramski's misrepresentation about the identity of the actual 
buyer concerned “information required by [Chapter 44 of Title 18 of the 
United States Code] to be kept” in the dealer's records. § 924(a)(1)(A). 
Chapter 44 contains a provision requiring a dealer to “maintain such 
records . . . as the Attorney General may . . . prescribe.” § 923(g)(1)(A). 
The Attorney General requires every licensed dealer to retain in its 
records a completed copy of Form 4473, see 27 CFR § 478.124(b), and 
that form in turn includes the “actual buyer” question that Abramski 
answered falsely. Therefore, falsely answering a question on Form 
4473 violates § 924(a)(1)(A). Pp. 191–193. 

706 F. 3d 307, affrmed. 

Kagan, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Kennedy, Gins-
burg, Breyer, and Sotomayor, JJ., joined. Scalia, J., fled a dissenting 
opinion, in which Roberts, C. J., and Thomas and Alito, JJ., joined, post, 
p. 193. 

Richard D. Dietz argued the cause for petitioner. With 
him on the briefs were Adam H. Charnes, Paul J. Foley, 
Thurston H. Webb, and Rhonda Lee Overstreet. 

Joseph R. Palmore argued the cause for the United States. 
With him on the brief were Solicitor General Verrilli, Act-
ing Assistant Attorney General Raman, Deputy Solicitor 
General Dreeben, and Thomas E. Booth.* 

*Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were fled for the State of West 
Virginia et al. by Patrick Morrisey, Attorney General of West Virginia, 
and Julie Marie Blake, William R. Valentino, and J. Zak Ritchie, Assist-
ant Attorneys General, and by the Attorneys General for their respective 
jurisdictions as follows: Luther Strange of Alabama, Michael C. Geraghty 
of Alaska, Tom Horne of Arizona, Dustin M. McDaniel of Arkansas, Pam-
ela Jo Bondi of Florida, Samuel S. Olens of Georgia, Leonardo M. Rapa-
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Justice Kagan delivered the opinion of the Court. 

Before a federally licensed frearms dealer may sell a gun, 
the would-be purchaser must provide certain personal infor-
mation, show photo identifcation, and pass a background 
check. To ensure the accuracy of those submissions, a fed-
eral statute imposes criminal penalties on any person who, 
in connection with a frearm's acquisition, makes false state-
ments about “any fact material to the lawfulness of the sale.” 
18 U. S. C. § 922(a)(6). In this case, we consider how that 
law applies to a so-called straw purchaser—namely, a person 
who buys a gun on someone else's behalf while falsely claim-

das of Guam, Lawrence G. Wasden of Idaho, Gregory F. Zoeller of Indiana, 
Derek Schmidt of Kansas, Jack Conway of Kentucky, James D. “Buddy” 
Caldwell of Louisiana, Bill Schuette of Michigan, Chris Koster of Missouri, 
Timothy C. Fox of Montana, Jon Bruning of Nebraska, Gary King of New 
Mexico, Wayne Stenehjem of North Dakota, Michael DeWine of Ohio, E. 
Scott Pruitt of Oklahoma, Alan Wilson of South Carolina, Marty J. Jack-
ley of South Dakota, Greg Abbott of Texas, Brian L. Tarbet of Utah, Ken-
neth T. Cuccinelli II of Virginia, and Peter K. Michael of Wyoming; for 
Robert Snellings et al. by Donald E. J. Kilmer, Jr., and James Jeffries Good-
win; and for Congressman Steve Stockman et al. by Herbert W. Titus, Wil-
liam J. Olson, John S. Miles, Jeremiah L. Morgan, and Michael Connelly. 

Briefs of amici curiae urging affrmance were fled for the State of Hawaii 
et al. by David M. Louie, Attorney General of Hawaii, Girard D. Lau, Solici-
tor General, Kimberly T. Guidry, First Deputy Solicitor General, Charles C. 
Lifand, Richard W. Buckner, and Meaghan VerGow, and by the Attorneys 
General and other offcials for their respective jurisdictions as follows: 
George Jepsen, Attorney General of Connecticut, Joseph R. Biden III, Attor-
ney General of Delaware, Irvin B. Nathan, Attorney General of the District 
of Columbia, Todd S. Kim, Solicitor General, and Loren L. Alikhan, Deputy 
Solicitor General, Lisa Madigan, Attorney General of Illinois, Douglas F. 
Gansler, Attorney General of Maryland, Martha Coakley, Attorney General 
of Massachusetts, Joseph A. Foster, Attorney General of New Hampshire, 
Eric T. Schneiderman, Attorney General of New York, and Ellen F. Rosen-
blum, Attorney General of Oregon; for the Brady Center to Prevent Gun 
Violence by Elliott Schulder and Jonathan E. Lowry; and for the City of 
New York by Michael A. Cardozo and Eric Proshansky. 

Stefan Bijan Tahmassebi and Matthew Bower fled a brief for the NRA 
Civil Rights Defense Fund as amicus curiae. 
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ing that it is for himself. We hold that such a misrepresen-
tation is punishable under the statute, whether or not the 
true buyer could have purchased the gun without the straw. 

I 

A 

Federal law has for over 40 years regulated sales by li-
censed frearms dealers, principally to prevent guns from 
falling into the wrong hands. See Gun Control Act of 1968, 
18 U. S. C. § 921 et seq. Under § 922(g), certain classes of 
people—felons, drug addicts, and the mentally ill, to list a 
few—may not purchase or possess any frearm. And to en-
sure they do not, § 922(d) forbids a licensed dealer from sell-
ing a gun to anyone it knows, or has reasonable cause to 
believe, is such a prohibited buyer. See Huddleston v. 
United States, 415 U. S. 814, 825 (1974) (“[T]he focus of the 
federal scheme,” in controlling access to weapons, “is the fed-
erally licensed frearms dealer”). 

The statute establishes a detailed scheme to enable the 
dealer to verify, at the point of sale, whether a potential 
buyer may lawfully own a gun. Section 922(c) brings the 
would-be purchaser onto the dealer's “business premises” by 
prohibiting, except in limited circumstances, the sale of a 
frearm “to a person who does not appear in person” at that 
location. Other provisions then require the dealer to check 
and make use of certain identifying information received 
from the buyer. Before completing any sale, the dealer 
must “verif[y] the identity of the transferee by examining 
a valid identification document” bearing a photograph. 
§ 922(t)(1)(C). In addition, the dealer must procure the buy-
er's “name, age, and place of residence.” § 922(b)(5). And 
fnally, the dealer must (with limited exceptions not at issue 
here1) submit that information to the National Instant Back-

1 The principal exception is for any buyer who has a state permit that 
has been “issued only after an authorized government offcial has verifed” 
the buyer's eligibility to own a gun under both federal and state law. 
§ 922(t)(3). 
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ground Check System (NICS) to determine whether the po-
tential purchaser is for any reason disqualifed from owning 
a frearm. See §§ 922(t)(1)(A)–(B). 

The statute further insists that the dealer keep certain 
records, to enable federal authorities both to enforce the 
law's verifcation measures and to trace frearms used in 
crimes. See H. R. Rep. No. 1577, 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 14 
(1968). A dealer must maintain the identifying information 
mentioned above (i. e., name, age, and residence) in its per-
manent fles. See § 922(b)(5). In addition, the dealer must 
keep “such records of . . . sale[ ] or other disposition of fre-
arms . . . as the Attorney General may by regulations pre-
scribe.” § 923(g)(1)(A). And the Attorney General (or his 
designee) may obtain and inspect any of those records, “in 
the course of a bona fde criminal investigation,” to “deter-
min[e] the disposition of 1 or more frearms.” § 923(g)(7). 

To implement all those statutory requirements, the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) de-
veloped Form 4473 for gun sales. See Supp. App. 1–6. The 
part of that form to be completed by the buyer requests his 
name, birth date, and address, as well as certain other identi-
fying information (for example, his height, weight, and race). 
The form further lists all the factors disqualifying a person 
from gun ownership, and asks the would-be buyer whether 
any of them apply (e. g., “[h]ave you ever been convicted . . . of 
a felony?”). Id., at 1. Most important here, Question 11.a. 
asks (with bolded emphasis appearing on the form itself): 

“Are you the actual transferee/ buyer of the frearm(s) 
listed on this form? Warning: You are not the actual 

buyer if you are acquiring the frearm(s) on behalf 

of another person. If you are not the actual buyer, 

the dealer cannot transfer the frearm(s) to you.” 
Ibid. 

The accompanying instructions for that question provide: 

“Question 11.a. Actual Transferee/Buyer: For pur-
poses of this form, you are the actual transferee/ buyer if 
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you are purchasing the frearm for yourself or otherwise 
acquiring the frearm for yourself . . . . You are also 
the actual transferee/ buyer if you are legitimately 
purchasing the frearm as a gift for a third party. 
ACTUAL TRANSFEREE/BUYER EXAMPLES: 

Mr. Smith asks Mr. Jones to purchase a frearm for 
Mr. Smith. Mr. Smith gives Mr. Jones the money for 
the firearm. Mr. Jones is NOT THE ACTUAL 

TRANSFEREE/BUYER of the frearm and must an-
swer `NO' to question 11.a.” Id., at 4. 

After responding to this and other questions, the customer 
must sign a certifcation declaring his answers “true, correct 
and complete.” Id., at 2. That certifcation provides that 
the signator “understand[s] that making any false . . . state-
ment” respecting the transaction—and, particularly, “an-
swering `yes' to question 11.a. if [he is] not the actual 
buyer”—is a crime “punishable as a felony under Federal 
law.” Ibid. (bold typeface deleted). 

Two statutory provisions, each designed to ensure that the 
dealer can rely on the truthfulness of the buyer's disclosures 
in carrying out its obligations, criminalize certain false state-
ments about firearms transactions. First and foremost, 
§ 922(a)(6) provides as follows: 

“It shall be unlawful . . . for any person in connection 
with the acquisition or attempted acquisition of any 
frearm or ammunition from [a licensed dealer] know-
ingly to make any false or fctitious oral or written state-
ment . . . , intended or likely to deceive such [dealer] 
with respect to any fact material to the lawfulness of 
the sale or other disposition of such frearm or ammuni-
tion under the provisions of this chapter.” 

That provision helps make certain that a dealer will receive 
truthful information as to any matter relevant to a gun sale's 
legality. In addition, § 924(a)(1)(A) prohibits “knowingly 
mak[ing] any false statement or representation with respect 
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to the information required by this chapter to be kept in the 
records” of a federally licensed gun dealer. The question in 
this case is whether, as the ATF declares in Form 4473's 
certifcation, those statutory provisions criminalize a false 
answer to Question 11.a.—that is, a customer's statement 
that he is the “actual transferee/ buyer,” purchasing a fre-
arm for himself, when in fact he is a straw purchaser, buying 
the gun on someone else's behalf. 

B 

The petitioner here is Bruce Abramski, a former police 
offcer who offered to buy a Glock 19 handgun for his uncle, 
Angel Alvarez. (Abramski thought he could get the gun for 
a discount by showing his old police identifcation, though 
the Government contends that because he had been fred 
from his job two years earlier, he was no longer authorized to 
use that card.) Accepting his nephew's offer, Alvarez sent 
Abramski a check for $400 with “Glock 19 handgun” written 
on the memo line. Two days later, Abramski went to Town 
Police Supply, a federally licensed frearms dealer, to make 
the purchase. There, he flled out Form 4473, falsely check-
ing “Yes” in reply to Question 11.a.—that is, asserting he 
was the “actual transferee/ buyer” when, according to the 
form's clear defnition, he was not. He also signed the requi-
site certifcation, acknowledging his understanding that a 
false answer to Question 11.a. is a federal crime. After 
Abramski's name cleared the NICS background check, the 
dealer sold him the Glock. Abramski then deposited the 
$400 check in his bank account, transferred the gun to Al-
varez, and got back a receipt. Federal agents found that 
receipt while executing a search warrant at Abramski's home 
after he became a suspect in a different crime. 

A grand jury indicted Abramski for violating §§ 922(a)(6) 
and 924(a)(1)(A) by falsely affrming in his response to Ques-
tion 11.a. that he was the Glock's actual buyer. Abramski 
moved to dismiss both charges. He argued that his misrep-
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resentation on Question 11.a. was not “material to the lawful-
ness of the sale” under § 922(a)(6) because Alvarez was le-
gally eligible to own a gun. And he claimed that the false 
statement did not violate § 924(a)(1)(A) because a buyer's 
response to Question 11.a. is not “required . . . to be kept 
in the records” of a gun dealer. After the District Court 
denied those motions, see 778 F. Supp. 2d 678 (WD Va. 2011), 
Abramski entered a conditional guilty plea, reserving his 
right to challenge the rulings. The District Court then sen-
tenced him to fve years of probation on each count, run-
ning concurrently. 

The Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit affrmed the 
convictions. 706 F. 3d 307 (2013). It noted a division 
among appellate courts on the question Abramski raised 
about § 922(a)(6)'s materiality requirement: Of three courts 
to have addressed the issue, one agreed with Abramski that 
a misrepresentation on Question 11.a. is immaterial if “the 
true purchaser [here, Alvarez] can lawfully purchase a fre-
arm directly.” Id., at 315 (quoting United States v. Polk, 118 
F. 3d 286, 295 (CA5 1997)).2 The Fourth Circuit, however, 
thought the majority position correct: “[T]he identity of the 
actual purchaser of a frearm is a constant that is always 
material to the lawfulness of a frearm acquisition under 
§ 922(a)(6).” 706 F. 3d, at 316. The court also held that 
Abramski's conviction under § 924(a)(1)(A) was valid, fnding 
that the statute required a dealer to maintain the informa-
tion at issue in its records. Id., at 317. 

We granted certiorari, 571 U. S. 951 (2013), principally to 
resolve the Circuit split about § 922(a)(6). In this Court, 
Abramski renews his claim that a false answer to Question 
11.a. is immaterial if the true buyer is legally eligible to pur-

2 Compare Polk, 118 F. 3d, at 294–295, with United States v. Morales, 
687 F. 3d 697, 700–701 (CA6 2012) (a misrepresentation about the true 
purchaser's identity is material even when he can legally own a gun); 
United States v. Frazier, 605 F. 3d 1271, 1279–1280 (CA11 2010) (same). 
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chase a frearm. But Abramski now focuses on a new and 
more ambitious argument, which he concedes no court has 
previously accepted. See Brief for Petitioner i.3 In brief, 
he alleges that a false response to Question 11.a. is never 
material to a gun sale's legality, whether or not the actual 
buyer is eligible to own a gun. We begin with that funda-
mental question, next turn to what has become Abramski's 
back-up argument under § 922(a)(6), and fnally consider the 
relatively easy question pertaining to § 924(A)(1)(a)'s sepa-
rate false-statement prohibition. On each score, we affrm 
Abramski's conviction. 

II 

Abramski's broad theory (mostly echoed by the dissent) is 
that federal gun law simply does not care about arrange-
ments involving straw purchasers: So long as the person at 
the counter is eligible to own a gun, the sale to him is legal 
under the statute. That is true, Abramski contends, irre-
spective of any agreement that person has made to purchase 
the frearm on behalf of someone else—including someone 
who cannot lawfully buy or own a gun himself. Accordingly, 
Abramski concludes, his “false statement that he was the 
[Glock 19's] `actual buyer,' ” as that term was “defned in 
Question 11.a., was not material” —indeed, was utterly irrel-
evant—“to the lawfulness of the sale.” Id., at 31 (emphasis 
deleted); see also post, at 196 (opinion of Scalia, J.). In es-
sence, he claims, Town Police Supply could legally have sold 
the gun to him even if he had truthfully answered Question 
11.a. by disclosing that he was a straw—because, again, all 
the federal frearms law cares about is whether the individ-

3 Reflecting that prior consensus, neither of Abramski's principal 
amici—the National Rife Association and a group of 26 States—joins 
Abramski in making this broader argument. They confne themselves to 
supporting the more limited claim about straw purchases made on behalf 
of eligible gun owners, addressed infra, at 189–191. 
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ual standing at the dealer's counter meets the requirements 
to buy a gun.4 

At its core, that argument relies on one true fact: Federal 
gun law regulates licensed dealers' transactions with “per-
sons” or “transferees,” without specifcally referencing straw 
purchasers. Section 922(d), for example, bars a dealer from 
“sell[ing] or otherwise dispos[ing] of” a frearm to any “per-
son” who falls within a prohibited category—felons, drug ad-
dicts, the mentally ill, and so forth. See supra, at 172; see 
also § 922(b)(5) (before selling a gun to a “person,” the dealer 
must take down his name, age, and residence); § 922(t)(1) (be-
fore selling a gun to a “person,” the dealer must run a back-
ground check). Similarly, § 922(t)(1)(C) requires the dealer 
to verify the identity of the “transferee” by checking a valid 
photo ID. See supra, at 172; see also § 922(c) (spelling out 
circumstances in which a “transferee” may buy a gun with-
out appearing at the dealer's premises). Abramski contends 
that Congress's use of such language alone, sans any mention 
of “straw purchasers” or “actual buyers,” shows that “[i]t is 
not illegal to buy a gun for someone else.” Brief for Peti-
tioner 15–16; Reply Brief 1; see also post, at 194–198. 

4 The dissent reserves the question whether the false statement would 
be material if the straw purchaser knew that the true buyer was not eligi-
ble to own a frearm. Post, at 198, n. 3. But frst, that reservation is of 
quite limited scope: Unlike Abramski's back-up argument, which imposes 
liability whenever the true purchaser cannot legally buy a gun, the dis-
sent's reservation applies only when the straw has knowledge of (or at 
least reasonable cause to believe) that fact. And as we will later note, 
straws often do not have such knowledge. See infra, at 182–183. Sec-
ond, the reservation (fairly enough for a reservation) rests on an uncertain 
legal theory. According to the dissent, a straw buyer might violate 
§ 922(a)(6) if a dealer's sale to him aids and abets his violation of § 922(d)— 
a provision barring knowingly transferring a gun to an ineligible person, 
see infra this page, 187–188. But that reasoning presupposes that a fre-
arms dealer acting in the ordinary course of business can ever have the 
intent needed to aid and abet a crime—a question this Court reserved 
not six months ago. See Rosemond v. United States, 572 U. S. 65, 77, 
n. 8 (2014). 
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But that language merely raises, rather than answers, the 
critical question: In a straw purchase, who is the “person” 
or “transferee” whom federal gun law addresses? Is that 
“person” the middleman buying a frearm on someone else's 
behalf (often because the ultimate recipient could not buy it 
himself, or wants to camoufage the transaction)? Or is that 
“person” instead the individual really paying for the gun and 
meant to take possession of it upon completion of the pur-
chase? Is it the conduit at the counter, or the gun's intended 
owner? 5 In answering that inquiry, we must (as usual) inter-
pret the relevant words not in a vacuum, but with reference 
to the statutory context, “structure, history, and purpose.” 
Maracich v. Spears, 570 U. S. 48, 76 (2013). All those tools 
of divining meaning—not to mention common sense, which is 
a fortunate (though not inevitable) side-beneft of construing 
statutory terms fairly—demonstrate that § 922, in regulating 
licensed dealers' gun sales, looks through the straw to the 
actual buyer.6 

The overarching reason is that Abramski's reading would 
undermine—indeed, for all important purposes, would virtu-

5 The dissent claims the answer is easy because “if I give my son $10 
and tell him to pick up milk and eggs at the store, no English speaker 
would say that the store `sells' the milk and eggs to me.” Post, at 196. 
But try a question more similar to the one the gun law's text raises: If I 
send my brother to the Apple Store with money and instructions to pur-
chase an iPhone, and then take immediate and sole possession of that de-
vice, am I the “person” (or “transferee”) who has bought the phone or is 
he? Nothing in ordinary English usage compels an answer either way. 

6 Contrary to the dissent's view, our analysis does not rest on mere 
“purpose-based arguments.” Post, at 198. We simply recognize that a 
court should not interpret each word in a statute with blinders on, refus-
ing to look at the word's function within the broader statutory context. 
As we have previously put the point, a “provision that may seem ambigu-
ous in isolation is often clarifed by the remainder of the statutory scheme 
. . . because only one of the permissible meanings produces a substantive 
effect that is compatible with the rest of the law.” United Sav. Assn. of 
Tex. v. Timbers of Inwood Forest Associates, Ltd., 484 U. S. 365, 371 
(1988). 
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ally repeal—the gun law's core provisions.7 As noted ear-
lier, the statute establishes an elaborate system to verify a 
would-be gun purchaser's identity and check on his back-
ground. See supra, at 172–173. It also requires that the in-
formation so gathered go into a dealer's permanent records. 
See supra, at 173. The twin goals of this comprehensive 
scheme are to keep guns out of the hands of criminals and 
others who should not have them, and to assist law enforce-
ment authorities in investigating serious crimes. See Hud-
dleston, 415 U. S., at 824; supra, at 172–173. And no part of 
that scheme would work if the statute turned a blind eye to 
straw purchases—if, in other words, the law addressed not 
the substance of a transaction, but only empty formalities. 

To see why, consider what happens in a typical straw pur-
chase. A felon or other person who cannot buy or own a 
gun still wants to obtain one. (Or, alternatively, a person 
who could legally buy a frearm wants to conceal his pur-
chase, maybe so he can use the gun for criminal purposes 
without fear that police offcers will later trace it to him.) 
Accordingly, the prospective buyer enlists an intermediary 
to help him accomplish his illegal aim. Perhaps he con-
scripts a loyal friend or family member; perhaps more often, 
he hires a stranger to purchase the gun for a price. The 
actual purchaser might even accompany the straw to the gun 
shop, instruct him which frearm to buy, give him the money 
to pay at the counter, and take possession as they walk out 
the door. See, e. g., United States v. Bowen, 207 Fed. Appx. 
727, 729 (CA7 2006) (describing a straw purchase along those 
lines); United States v. Paye, 129 Fed. Appx. 567, 570 (CA11 
2005) (per curiam) (same). What the true buyer would not 

7 That reading would also, at a stroke, declare unlawful a large part of 
what the ATF does to combat gun traffcking by criminals. See Dept. 
of Treasury, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco & Firearms, Following the Gun: 
Enforcing Federal Laws Against Firearms Traffckers, p. xi (June 2000) 
(noting that in several prior years “[a]lmost half of all [ATF frearm] traf-
fcking investigations involved straw purchasers”). 
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do—what he would leave to the straw, who possesses the 
gun for all of a minute—is give his identifying information 
to the dealer and submit himself to a background check. 
How many of the statute's provisions does that scenario— 
the lawful result of Abramski's (and the dissent's) reading of 
“transferee” and “person”—render meaningless? 

Start with the parts of § 922 enabling a dealer to verify 
whether a buyer is legally eligible to own a frearm. That 
task, as noted earlier, begins with identifcation—requesting 
the name, address, and age of the potential purchaser and 
checking his photo ID. See §§ 922(b)(5), (t)(1)(C); supra, at 
172. And that identifcation in turn permits a background 
check: The dealer runs the purchaser's name through the 
NICS database to discover whether he is, for example, a 
felon, drug addict, or mentally ill person. See §§ 922(d), 
(t)(1); supra, at 172–173. All those provisions are designed 
to accomplish what this Court has previously termed Con-
gress's “principal purpose” in enacting the statute—“to curb 
crime by keeping `frearms out of the hands of those not le-
gally entitled to possess them.' ” Huddleston, 415 U. S., at 
824 (quoting S. Rep. No. 1501, 90th Cong., 2d Sess., 22 (1968)). 
But under Abramski's reading, the statutory terms would be 
utterly ineffectual, because the identifcation and background 
check would be of the wrong person. The provisions would 
evaluate the eligibility of mere conduits, while allowing 
every criminal (and drug addict and so forth) to escape that 
assessment and walk away with a weapon. 

Similarly, Abramski's view would defeat the point of 
§ 922(c), which tightly restricts the sale of guns “to a person 
who does not appear in person at the licensee's business 
premises.” See supra, at 172. Only a narrow class of pro-
spective buyers may ever purchase a gun from afar—primar-
ily, individuals who have already had their eligibility to own 
a frearm verifed by state law enforcement offcials with ac-
cess to the NICS database. See 27 CFR § 478.96(b) (2014); 
18 U. S. C. § 922(t)(3); n. 1, supra. And even when an indi-
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vidual fts within that category, he still must submit to the 
dealer a sworn statement that he can lawfully own a gun, as 
well as provide the name and address of the principal law 
enforcement offcer in his community. See § 922(c)(1). The 
dealer then has to forward notice of the sale to that offcer, 
in order to allow law enforcement authorities to investigate 
the legality of the sale and, if necessary, call a stop to it. 
See §§ 922(c)(2)–(3). The provision thus prevents remote 
sales except to a small class of buyers subject to extraordi-
nary procedures—again, to ensure effective verifcation of a 
potential purchaser's eligibility. Yet on Abramski's view, a 
person could easily bypass the scheme, purchasing a gun 
without ever leaving his home by dispatching to a gun store 
a hired deliveryman. Indeed, if Abramski were right, we 
see no reason why anyone (and certainly anyone with less-
than-pure motives) would put himself through the proce-
dures laid out in § 922(c): Deliverymen, after all, are not so 
hard to come by. 

And likewise, the statute's record-keeping provisions 
would serve little purpose if the records kept were of nomi-
nal rather than real buyers. As noted earlier, dealers must 
store, and law enforcement offcers may obtain, information 
about a gun buyer's identity. See §§ 922(b)(5), 923(g); supra, 
at 173. That information helps to fght serious crime. When 
police offcers retrieve a gun at a crime scene, they can trace 
it to the buyer and consider him as a suspect. See National 
Shooting Sports Foundation, Inc. v. Jones, 716 F. 3d 200, 204 
(CADC 2013) (describing law enforcement's use of frearm 
tracing). Too, the required records enable dealers to iden-
tify certain suspicious purchasing trends, which they then 
must report to federal authorities. See § 923(g)(3) (impos-
ing a reporting obligation when a person buys multiple hand-
guns within fve days). But once again, those provisions can 
serve their objective only if the records point to the person 
who took actual control of the gun(s). Otherwise, the police 
will at most learn the identity of an intermediary, who could 
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not have been responsible for the gun's use and might know 
next to nothing about the actual buyer. See, e. g., United 
States v. Juarez, 626 F. 3d 246, 249 (CA5 2010) (straw pur-
chaser bought military-style assault rifes, later found among 
Mexican gang members, for a buyer known “only as `El 
Mano' ”). Abramski's view would thus render the required 
records close to useless for aiding law enforcement: Putting 
true numbskulls to one side, anyone purchasing a gun for 
criminal purposes would avoid leaving a paper trail by the 
simple expedient of hiring a straw. 

To sum up so far: All the prerequisites for buying a gun 
described above refer to a “person” or “transferee.” Read 
Abramski's way (“the man at the counter”), those terms 
deny effect to the regulatory scheme, as criminals could al-
ways use straw purchasers to evade the law.8 Read the 
other way (“the man getting, and always meant to get, the 
frearm”), those terms give effect to the statutory provisions, 
allowing them to accomplish their manifest objects. That 
alone provides more than suffcient reason to understand 
“person” and “transferee” as referring not to the fctitious 
but to the real buyer. 

And other language in § 922 confrms that construction, by 
evincing Congress's concern with the practical realities, 
rather than the legal niceties, of frearms transactions. For 
example, § 922(a)(6) itself bars material misrepresentations 

8 The dissent is mistaken when it says that the ATF's own former view 
of the statute refutes this proposition. See post, at 202–203. As we will 
later discuss, see infra, at 191, the ATF for a time thought that § 922(a)(6) 
did not cover cases in which the true purchaser could have legally pur-
chased a gun himself. But Abramski's principal argument extends much 
further, to cases in which straws buy weapons for criminals, drug addicts, 
and other prohibited purchasers. For the reasons just stated, that inter-
pretation would render the statute all but useless. And although the dis-
sent appeals to a snippet of congressional testimony to suggest that ATF 
once briefy held that extreme view of the statute, it agrees that by at 
least 1979 (well over three decades ago), ATF recognized the unlawfulness 
of straw purchases on behalf of prohibited persons. 
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“in connection with the acquisition,” and not just the pur-
chase, of a frearm. That broader word, we have previously 
held, does not focus on “legal title”—let alone legal title for 
a few short moments, until another, always intended transfer 
occurs. Huddleston, 415 U. S., at 820. Instead, the term 
signifes “com[ing] into possession, control, or power of dis-
posal,” as the actual buyer in a straw purchase does. Ibid. 
Similarly, we have reasoned that such a substance-over-form 
approach draws support from the statute's repeated refer-
ences to “the sale or other disposition” of a frearm. 
§ 922(a)(6); see § 922(d) (making it unlawful to “sell or other-
wise dispose of” a gun to a prohibited person). That term, 
we have stated, “was aimed at providing maximum cover-
age.” Id., at 826–827. We think such expansive language 
inconsistent with Abramski's view of the statute, which 
would stare myopically at the nominal buyer while remain-
ing blind to the person exiting the transaction with control 
of the gun. 

Finally, our reading of § 922 comports with courts' stand-
ard practice, evident in many legal spheres and presumably 
known to Congress, of ignoring artifce when identifying the 
parties to a transaction. In United States v. One 1936 
Model Ford V–8 Deluxe Coach, Commercial Credit Co., 307 
U. S. 219 (1939), for example, we considered the operation of 
a statute requiring forfeiture of any interest in property that 
was used to violate prohibition laws, except if acquired in 
good faith. There, a straw purchaser had bought a car in 
his name but with his brother's money, and transferred it to 
the brother—a known bootlegger—right after driving it off 
the lot. See id., at 222–223. The Court held the fnance 
company's lien on the car non-forfeitable because the com-
pany had no hint that the straw was a straw—that his 
brother would in fact be the owner. See id., at 224. But 
had the company known, the Court made clear, a different 
result would have obtained: The company could not have re-
lied on the formalities of the sale to the “ ̀ straw' purchaser” 
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when it knew that the “real owner and purchaser” of the car 
was someone different. Id., at 223–224. We have similarly 
emphasized the need in other contexts, involving both crimi-
nal and civil penalties, to look through a transaction's nomi-
nal parties to its true participants. See, e. g., American 
Needle, Inc. v. National Football League, 560 U. S. 183, 193 
(2010) (focusing on “substance rather than form” in assessing 
when entities are distinct enough to be capable of conspiring 
to violate the antitrust laws); Gregory v. Helvering, 293 U. S. 
465, 470 (1935) (disregarding an intermediary shell corpora-
tion created to avoid taxes because doing otherwise would 
“exalt artifce above reality”). We do no more than that 
here in holding, consistent with § 922's text, structure, and 
purpose, that using a straw does not enable evasion of the 
frearms law. 

Abramski, along with the dissent, objects that such action 
is no circumvention—that Congress made an intentional 
choice, born of “political compromise,” to limit the gun law's 
compass to the person at the counter, even if merely acting 
on another's behalf. Reply Brief 11; post, at 201–202. As 
evidence, Abramski states that the statute does not regulate 
beyond the initial point of sale. Because the law mostly ad-
dresses sales made by licensed dealers, a purchaser can 
(within wide limits) subsequently decide to resell his gun to 
another private party. See Reply Brief 11. And similarly, 
Abramski says, a purchaser can buy a gun for someone else 
as a gift. See Brief for Petitioner 26–27, n. 3. Abramski 
lumps in the same category the transfer of a gun from a 
nominal to a real buyer—as something, like a later resale or 
gift, meant to fall outside the statute's (purported) standing-
in-front-of-the-gun-dealer scope. See Reply Brief 13; see 
also post, at 199–201. 

But Abramski and the dissent draw the wrong conclusion 
from their observations about resales and gifts. Yes, Con-
gress decided to regulate dealers' sales, while leaving the 
secondary market for guns largely untouched. As we noted 
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in Huddleston, Congress chose to make the dealer the “prin-
cipal agent of federal enforcement” in “restricting [crimi-
nals'] access to frearms.” 415 U. S., at 824. And yes, that 
choice (like pretty much everything Congress does) was 
surely a result of compromise. But no, straw arrangements 
are not a part of the secondary market, separate and apart 
from the dealer's sale. In claiming as much, Abramski 
merely repeats his mistaken assumption that the “person” 
who acquires a gun from a dealer in a case like this one is 
the straw, rather than the individual who has made a prior 
arrangement to pay for, take possession of, own, and use that 
part of the dealer's stock. For all the reasons we have al-
ready given, that is not a plausible construction of a statute 
mandating that the dealer identify and run a background 
check on the person to whom it is (really, not fctitiously) 
selling a gun. See supra, at 179–185. The individual who 
sends a straw to a gun store to buy a frearm is transacting 
with the dealer, in every way but the most formal; and that 
distinguishes such a person from one who buys a gun, or 
receives a gun as a gift, from a private party.9 The line 
Congress drew between those who acquire guns from dealers 
and those who get them as gifts or on the secondary market, 

9 The dissent responds: “That certainly distinguishes” the individual 
transacting with a dealer through a straw from an individual receiving a 
gun from a private party; “so would the fact that [the former] has orange 
hair.” Post, at 200. But that is an example of wit gone wrong. Whether 
the purchaser has orange hair, we can all agree, is immaterial to the statu-
tory scheme. By contrast, whether the purchaser has transacted with a 
licensed dealer is integral to the statute—because, as previously noted, 
“the federal scheme . . . controls access to weapons” through the federally 
licensed frearms dealer, who is “the principal agent of federal enforce-
ment.” Huddleston v. United States, 415 U. S. 814, 824, 825 (1974); see 
supra, at 185 and this page. In so designing the statute, Congress chose 
not to pursue the goal of “controll[ing] access” to guns to the nth degree; 
buyers can, as the dissent says, avoid the statute's background check and 
record-keeping requirements by getting a gun second-hand. But that 
possibility provides no justifcation for limiting the statute's considered 
regulation of dealer sales. 
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we suspect, refects a host of things, including administrative 
simplicity and a view about where the most problematic 
frearms transactions—like criminal organizations' bulk gun 
purchases—typically occur. But whatever the reason, the 
scarcity of controls in the secondary market provides no rea-
son to gut the robust measures Congress enacted at the 
point of sale. 

Abramski claims further support for his argument from 
Congress's decision in 1986 to amend § 922(d) to prohibit a 
private party (and not just, as originally enacted, a licensed 
dealer) from selling a gun to someone he knows or reason-
ably should know cannot legally possess one. See Firearms 
Owners' Protection Act, § 102(5)(A), 100 Stat. 451–452. Ac-
cording to Abramski, the revised § 922(d) should be under-
stood as Congress's exclusive response to the potential dan-
gers arising from straw purchases. See Brief for Petitioner 
26–27. The amendment shows, he claims, that “Congress 
chose to address this perceived problem in a way other than” 
by imposing liability under § 922(a)(6) on a straw who tells a 
licensed dealer that he is the frearm's actual buyer. Reply 
Brief 14, n. 2. 

But Congress's amendment of § 922(d) says nothing about 
§ 922(a)(6)'s application to straw purchasers. In enacting 
that amendment, Congress left § 922(a)(6) just as it was, 
undercutting any suggestion that Congress somehow in-
tended to contract that provision's reach. The amendment 
instead performed a different function: Rather than ensuring 
that a licensed dealer receives truthful information, it ex-
tended a minimal form of regulation to the secondary mar-
ket. The revised § 922(d) prevents a private person from 
knowingly selling a gun to an ineligible owner no matter 
when or how he acquired the weapon: It thus applies not just 
to a straw purchaser, but to an individual who bought a gun 
for himself and later decided to resell it. At the same time, 
§ 922(d) has nothing to say about a raft of cases § 922(a)(6) 
covers, including all the (many) straw purchases in which the 
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frontman does not know that the actual buyer is ineligible. 
See supra, at 182–183. Thus, § 922(d) could not serve as an 
effective substitute for § 922(a)(6). And the mere potential 
for some transactions to run afoul of both prohibitions gives 
no cause to read § 922(d) as limiting § 922(a)(6) (or vice versa). 
See, e. g., United States v. Batchelder, 442 U. S. 114, 118– 
126 (1979).10 

Abramski's principal attack on his § 922(a)(6) conviction 
therefore fails. Contrary to his contention, the information 
Question 11.a. requests—“[a]re you the actual transferee/ 
buyer[?]” or, put conversely, “are [you] acquiring the fre-
arm(s) on behalf of another person[?]”—is relevant to the 
lawfulness of a gun sale. That is because, for all the reasons 
we have given, the frearms law contemplates that the dealer 
will check not the fctitious purchaser's but instead the true 
purchaser's identity and eligibility for gun ownership. By 
concealing that Alvarez was the actual buyer, Abramski pre-
vented the dealer from transacting with Alvarez face-to-face, 
see § 922(c), recording his name, age, and residence, see 
§ 922(b)(5), inspecting his photo ID, see § 922(t)(1)(C), sub-
mitting his identifying information to the background check 
system, see § 922(t)(1)(B), and determining whether he was 
prohibited from receiving a frearm, see § 922(d). In sum, 
Abramski thwarted application of essentially all of the fre-

10 Nor do we agree with the dissent's argument (not urged by Abramski 
himself) that the rule of lenity defeats our construction. See post, at 203– 
205. That rule, as we have repeatedly emphasized, applies only if, “after 
considering text, structure, history and purpose, there remains a grievous 
ambiguity or uncertainty in the statute such that the Court must simply 
guess as to what Congress intended.” Maracich v. Spears, 570 U. S. 
48, 76 (2013) (quoting Barber v. Thomas, 560 U. S. 474, 488 (2010)). We 
are not in that position here: Although the text creates some ambiguity, 
the context, structure, history, and purpose resolve it. The dissent would 
apply the rule of lenity here because the statute's text, taken alone, per-
mits a narrower construction, but we have repeatedly emphasized that is 
not the appropriate test. See, e. g., Muscarello v. United States, 524 U. S. 
125, 138 (1998); Smith v. United States, 508 U. S. 223, 239 (1993). 

https://1979).10
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arms law's requirements. We can hardly think of a misrep-
resentation any more material to a sale's legality. 

III 

Abramski also challenges his § 922(a)(6) conviction on a 
narrower ground. For purposes of this argument, he as-
sumes that the Government can make its case when a straw 
hides the name of an underlying purchaser who is legally 
ineligible to own a gun. But, Abramski reminds us, that is 
not true here, because Alvarez could have bought a gun for 
himself. In such circumstances, Abramski claims that a 
false response to Question 11.a. is not material. See Brief 
for Petitioner 28–30. Essentially, Abramski contends, when 
the hidden purchaser is eligible anyway to own a gun, all's 
well that ends well, and all should be forgiven. 

But we think what we have already said shows the fallacy 
of that claim: Abramski's false statement was material be-
cause had he revealed that he was purchasing the gun on 
Alvarez's behalf, the sale could not have proceeded under the 
law—even though Alvarez turned out to be an eligible gun 
owner. The sale, as an initial matter, would not have com-
plied with § 922(c)'s restrictions on absentee purchases. See 
supra, at 181–182. If the dealer here, Town Police Supply, 
had realized it was in fact selling a gun to Alvarez, it would 
have had to stop the transaction for failure to comply with 
those conditions. Yet more, the sale could not have gone 
forward because the dealer would have lacked the informa-
tion needed to verify and record Alvarez's identity and check 
his background. See §§ 922(b)(5), (t)(1)(B)–(C); supra, at 
180–182. Those requirements, as we have explained, per-
tain to the real buyer; and the after-the-fact discovery that 
Alvarez would have passed the background check cannot 
somehow wipe them away. Accordingly, had Town Police 
Supply known Abramski was a straw, it could not have certi-
fed, as Form 4473 demands, its belief that the transfer was 
“not unlawful.” Supp. App. 3. 
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An analogy may help show the weakness of Abramski's 
argument. Suppose a would-be purchaser, Smith, lawfully 
could own a gun. But further suppose that, for reasons of 
his own, Smith uses an alias (let's say Jones) to make the 
purchase. Would anyone say “no harm, no foul,” just be-
cause Smith is not in fact a prohibited person under § 922(d)? 
We think not. Smith would in any event have made a false 
statement about who will own the gun, impeding the dealer's 
ability to carry out its legal responsibilities. So too here. 

Abramski objects that because Alvarez could own a gun, 
the statute's core purpose—“keeping guns out of the hands” 
of criminals and other prohibited persons—“is not even im-
plicated.” Brief for Petitioner 29. But that argument 
(which would apply no less to the alias scenario) misunder-
stands the way the statute works. As earlier noted, the fed-
eral gun law makes the dealer “[t]he principal agent of fed-
eral enforcement.” Huddleston, 415 U. S., at 824, see supra, 
at 185–186. It is that highly regulated, legally knowledge-
able entity, possessing access to the expansive NICS data-
base, which has the responsibility to “[e]nsure that, in the 
course of sales or other dispositions . . . , weapons [are not] 
obtained by individuals whose possession of them would be 
contrary to the public interest.” 415 U. S., at 825. Nothing 
could be less consonant with the statutory scheme than plac-
ing that inquiry in the hands of an unlicensed straw pur-
chaser, who is unlikely to be familiar with federal frearms 
law and has no ability to use the database to check whether 
the true buyer may own a gun. And in any event, keeping 
frearms out of the hands of criminals is not § 922's only goal: 
The statute's record-keeping provisions, as we have said, are 
also designed to aid law enforcement in the investigation of 
crime. See supra, at 173, 182–183. Abramski's proposed 
limitation on § 922(a)(6) would undercut that purpose because 
many would-be criminals remain legally eligible to buy fre-
arms, and thus could use straws to purchase an endless 
stream of guns off-the-books. See, e. g., Polk, 118 F. 3d, at 
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289 (eligible gun buyer used straw purchasers to secretly 
accumulate an “arsenal of weapons” for a “massive offensive” 
against the Federal Government). 

In addition, Abramski briefy notes that until 1995, the 
ATF took the view that a straw purchaser's misrepresenta-
tion counted as material only if the true buyer could not 
legally possess a gun. See Brief for Petitioner 7–8; n. 8, 
supra. We may put aside that ATF has for almost two dec-
ades now taken the opposite position, after refecting on both 
appellate case law and changes in the statute. See Tr. of 
Oral Arg. 41; Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act of 
1993, § 103, 107 Stat. 1541 (codifed at 18 U. S. C. § 922(t)). 
The critical point is that criminal laws are for courts, not 
for the Government, to construe. See, e. g., United States v. 
Apel, 571 U. S. 359, 369 (2014) (“[W]e have never held that 
the Government's reading of a criminal statute is entitled to 
any deference”). We think ATF's old position no more rele-
vant than its current one—which is to say, not relevant at 
all. Whether the Government interprets a criminal statute 
too broadly (as it sometimes does) or too narrowly (as the 
ATF used to in construing § 922(a)(6)), a court has an obliga-
tion to correct its error. Here, nothing suggests that Con-
gress—the entity whose voice does matter—limited its pro-
hibition of a straw purchaser's misrepresentation in the way 
Abramski proposes. 

IV 

Finally, Abramski challenges his conviction under 
§ 924(a)(1)(A), which prohibits “knowingly mak[ing] any false 
statement . . . with respect to the information required by 
this chapter to be kept in the records” of a federally licensed 
dealer. That provision is broader than § 922(a)(6) in one re-
spect: It does not require that the false statement at issue 
be “material” in any way. At the same time, § 924(a)(1)(A) 
includes an element absent from § 922(a)(6): The false state-
ment must relate to “information required by this chapter to 
be kept in [a dealer's] records.” Abramski notes that the 
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indictment in this case charged him with only one misrepre-
sentation: his statement in response to Question 11.a. that 
he was buying the Glock on his own behalf rather than on 
someone else's. And, he argues, that information (unlike the 
transferee's “name, age, and place of residence,” which he 
plausibly reads the indictment as not mentioning) was not 
required “by this chapter”—but only by Form 4473 itself— 
to be kept in the dealer's permanent records. Brief for Peti-
tioner 32. 

We disagree. Included in “this chapter”—Chapter 44 of 
Title 18—is a provision, noted earlier, requiring a dealer to 
“maintain such records of . . . sale, or other disposition of 
frearms at his place of business for such period, and in such 
form, as the Attorney General may by regulations pre-
scribe.” § 923(g)(1)(A); supra, at 173. Because of that stat-
utory section, the information that the Attorney General's 
regulations compel a dealer to keep is information “required 
by this chapter.” And those regulations (the validity of 
which Abramski does not here contest) demand that every 
licensed dealer “retain . . . as a part of [its] required records, 
each Form 4473 obtained in the course of” selling or other-
wise disposing of a frearm. 27 CFR § 478.124(b). Accord-
ingly, a false answer on that form, such as the one Abramski 
made, pertains to information a dealer is statutorily required 
to maintain.11 

11 The dissent argues that our view would impose criminal liability for a 
false answer even to an “ultra vires question,” such as “the buyer's favor-
ite color.” Post, at 206. We need not, and do not, opine on that hypothet-
ical, because it is miles away from this case. As we have explained, see 
supra, at 179–189, Question 11.a. is not ultra vires, but instead fundamen-
tal to the lawfulness of a gun sale. It is, indeed, part and parcel of the 
dealer's determination of the (true) buyer's “name, age, and place of resi-
dence,” which § 922(b)(5) requires the dealer to keep. That section alone 
would justify Abramski's conviction under § 924(a)(1)(A) if the indictment 
here had clearly alleged that, in addition to answering Question 11.a. 
falsely, he lied about that buyer's “name, age, and place of residence.” 

https://maintain.11
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V 

No piece of information is more important under federal 
frearms law than the identity of a gun's purchaser—the per-
son who acquires a gun as a result of a transaction with a 
licensed dealer. Had Abramski admitted that he was not 
that purchaser, but merely a straw—that he was asking the 
dealer to verify the identity of, and run a background check 
on, the wrong individual—the sale here could not have gone 
forward. That makes Abramski's misrepresentation on 
Question 11.a. material under § 922(a)(6). And because that 
statement pertained to information that a dealer must keep 
in its permanent records under the frearms law, Abramski's 
answer to Question 11.a. also violated § 924(a)(1)(A). Ac-
cordingly, we affrm the judgment of the Fourth Circuit. 

It is so ordered. 

Justice Scalia, with whom The Chief Justice, Justice 
Thomas, and Justice Alito join, dissenting. 

Bruce Abramski bought a gun for his uncle from a feder-
ally licensed gun dealer, using money his uncle gave him for 
that purpose. Both men were legally eligible to receive and 
possess frearms, and Abramski transferred the gun to his 
uncle at a federally licensed gun dealership in compliance 
with state law. When buying the gun, Abramski had to fll 
out Form 4473 issued by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms, and Explosives (ATF). In response to a question 
on the form, Abramski affrmed that he was the “actual/ 
transferee buyer” of the gun, even though the form stated 
that he was not the “actual transferee/ buyer” if he was pur-
chasing the gun for a third party at that person's request 
and with funds provided by that person. 

The Government charged Abramski with two federal 
crimes under the Gun Control Act of 1968, as amended, 18 
U. S. C. §§ 921–931: making a false statement “material to the 
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lawfulness of the sale,” in violation of § 922(a)(6), and mak-
ing a false statement “with respect to information required 
by [the Act] to be kept” by the dealer, in violation of 
§ 924(a)(1)(A). On both counts the Government interprets 
this criminal statute to punish conduct that its plain lan-
guage simply does not reach. I respectfully dissent from 
the Court's holding to the contrary. 

I. Section 922(a)(6) 

A 
Under § 922(a)(6), it is a crime to make a “false . . . state-

ment” to a licensed gun dealer about a “fact material to the 
lawfulness of” a frearms sale. Abramski made a false 
statement when he claimed to be the gun's “actual trans-
feree/ buyer” as Form 4473 defned that term. But that 
false statement was not “material to the lawfulness of the 
sale” since the truth—that Abramski was buying the gun for 
his uncle with his uncle's money—would not have made the 
sale unlawful. See Kungys v. United States, 485 U. S. 759, 
775 (1988) (plurality opinion) (materiality is determined by 
asking “what would have ensued from offcial knowledge of 
the misrepresented fact”); accord id., at 787 (Stevens, J., con-
curring in judgment). Therefore, Abramski's conviction on 
this count cannot stand. 

Several provisions of the Act limit the circumstances in 
which a licensed gun dealer may lawfully sell a frearm. 
Most prominently, the Act provides that no one may “sell or 
otherwise dispose of” a frearm to a person who he knows 
or has reasonable cause to believe falls within one of nine 
prohibited categories (such as felons, fugitives, illegal-drug 
users, and the mentally ill). § 922(d). But the Government 
does not contend that either Abramski or his uncle fell into 
one of those prohibited categories. And no provision of the 
Act prohibits one person who is eligible to receive and pos-
sess frearms (e. g., Abramski) from buying a gun for another 
person who is eligible to receive and possess frearms (e. g., 
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Abramski's uncle), even at the other's request and with the 
other's money. 

The Government's contention that Abramski's false state-
ment was material to the lawfulness of the sale depends on 
a strained interpretation of provisions that mention the “per-
son” to whom a dealer “sell[s]” (or “transfer[s],” or “deliv-
er[s]”) a gun. A dealer may not “sell or deliver” a frearm 
to a “person” without recording “the name, age, and place of 
residence of such person.” § 922(b)(5). He may not, with-
out following special procedures, “sell” a frearm to a “per-
son” who does not appear in person at the dealer's business. 
§ 922(c). He may not “transfer” a frearm to a “person” 
without verifying that person's identity and running a back-
ground check. § 922(t)(1). And he may not “sell or deliver” 
a frearm to a “person” who he knows or has reasonable cause 
to believe resides in a different State. § 922(b)(3). 

The Government maintains that in this case Abramski's 
uncle was the “person” to whom the dealer “s[old]” the gun, 
and that the sale consequently violated those provisions. It 
bases that assertion on the claim that the Gun Control Act 
implicitly incorporates “principles of agency law.” Brief for 
United States 17. Under those principles, it contends, the 
individual who walks into a dealer's store, flls out the requi-
site forms, pays the dealer, and takes possession of the gun 
is not necessarily the “person” to whom the dealer “sell[s]” 
the gun. Instead, it says, we must ask whether that individ-
ual bought the gun as a third party's common-law agent; if 
so, then the third party is the “person” to whom the dealer 
“sell[s]” the gun within the meaning of the relevant statutory 
provisions. The majority agrees: Although it never explic-
itly mentions agency law, it declares that if an individual is 
“buying a frearm on someone else's behalf,” the “someone 
else” is the “person” to whom the dealer “sell[s]” the gun 
within the meaning of the statute. Ante, at 179. 

I doubt that three of the four provisions at issue here 
would establish the materiality of Abramski's falsehood even 
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if Abramski's uncle were deemed the “person” to whom the 
dealer “s[old]” the gun.1 But § 922(b)(3) would unquestion-
ably do so, since it prohibits a dealer from selling a gun to a 
person who resides in another State, as Abramski's uncle did. 
That is of no moment, however, because Abramski's uncle 
was not the “person” to whom the gun was “s[old].” 

The contrary interpretation provided by the Government 
and the majority founders on the plain language of the Act. 
We interpret criminal statutes, like other statutes, in a 
manner consistent with ordinary English usage. Flores-
Figueroa v. United States, 556 U. S. 646, 650–652 (2009); 
Jones v. United States, 529 U. S. 848, 855 (2000); Bailey v. 
United States, 516 U. S. 137, 144–145 (1995). In ordinary 
usage, a vendor sells (or delivers, or transfers) an item of 
merchandise to the person who physically appears in his 
store, selects the item, pays for it, and takes possession of it. 
So if I give my son $10 and tell him to pick up milk and eggs 
at the store, no English speaker would say that the store 
“sells” the milk and eggs to me.2 And even if we were pre-

1 Sections 922(b)(5), (c), and (t)(1) require the dealer to follow certain 
procedures with respect to that “person,” such as recording his name, 
dealing with him in person, and checking his background. I doubt 
whether a falsehood that causes the dealer to neglect those procedures 
(here, by applying them to the wrong person) is material to the lawfulness 
of the sale within the meaning of § 922(a)(6) if the sale could have been 
executed lawfully had the truth been disclosed. Moreover, if that were 
so—if a falsehood that introduced procedural error into a gun sale were 
always material to lawfulness—then § 924(a)(1)(A) (discussed in Part II 
of this opinion), which prohibits making false statements with respect 
to information required to be recorded in a dealer's records, would be 
superfuous. 

2 The majority makes the puzzling suggestion that the answer would be 
different if the sale involved consumer electronics instead of groceries. 
Ante, at 179, n. 5. But whether the item sold is a carton of milk, an 
iPhone, or anything else under the sun, an ordinary English speaker would 
say that an over-the-counter merchant “sells” the item to the person who 
pays for and takes possession of it, not the individual to whom that person 
later transfers the item. 
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pared to let “principles of agency law” trump ordinary Eng-
lish usage in the interpretation of this criminal statute, those 
principles would not require a different result. See, e. g., 
Restatement (Second) of Agency § 366, Illustration 1 (1957) 
(“On behalf of P, his disclosed principal, A makes a written 
contract with T wherein A promises to buy from T, and T 
agrees to sell to A, certain machinery for $1000. . . . [If there 
is fraud in the inducement and A has already paid], A can 
maintain an action against T for the thousand dollars” (em-
phasis added)). 

Huddleston v. United States, 415 U. S. 814 (1974), on which 
the majority relies, ante, at 183–184, does not suggest other-
wise. There we addressed the types of transactions covered 
by the statutory term “acquisition” in § 922(a)(6) (a term 
whose meaning is not at issue here), holding that they were 
not limited to “sale-like transaction[s]” but included a “pawn-
shop redemption of a frearm.” 415 U. S., at 819. We said 
nothing about the distinct question of to whom a dealer 
“sell[s],” “transfer[s],” or “deliver[s]” a frearm in a given 
transaction. Nor does the case stand, as the majority be-
lieves, for “a substance-over-form approach,” ante, at 184. 
We said the term “acquisition” was “ ̀ aimed at providing 
maximum coverage,' ” ibid. (quoting 415 U. S., at 826–827), 
not because substance over form demands that, nor because 
everything in the Act must be assumed to provide maximum 
coverage, but because “[t]he word `acquire' is defned to mean 
simply `to come into possession, control, or power of disposal 
of,' ” which gives “no intimation . . . that title or ownership 
would be necessary.” Id., at 820. 

Contrary to the majority's assertion that the statute 
“merely raises, rather than answers, the critical question” 
whether Abramski or his uncle was the “person” to whom 
the dealer “s[old]” the gun, ante, at 179, the statute speaks 
to that question directly. Giving the text its plain, ordinary 
meaning, Abramski, not his uncle, was that “person.” That 
being so, the Government has identifed no reason why the 
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arrangement between Abramski and his uncle, both of whom 
were eligible to receive and possess frearms, was “material 
to the lawfulness of” the sale.3 

B 

The majority contends, however, that the Gun Control 
Act's “principal purpose” of “curb[ing] crime by keeping 
frearms out of the hands of those not legally entitled to pos-
sess them” demands the conclusion that Abramski's uncle 
was the “person” to whom the dealer “s[old]” the gun. 
Ante, at 181 (internal quotation marks omitted). But “no 
law pursues its purpose at all costs,” and the “textual limita-
tions upon a law's scope” are equally “a part of its `purpose.' ” 
Rapanos v. United States, 547 U. S. 715, 752 (2006) (plurality 
opinion). The majority's purpose-based arguments describe 
a statute Congress reasonably might have written, but not 
the statute it wrote. 

The heart of the majority's argument is its claim that un-
less Abramski's uncle is deemed the “person” to whom the 
gun was “s[old],” the Act's identifcation, background-check, 
and record-keeping requirements would be “render[ed] 
meaningless.” Ante, at 181. That vastly overstates the 
consequences. Perhaps the statute would serve the purpose 
of crime prevention more effectively if the requirements at 
issue looked past the “man at the counter” to the person 

3 The facts of this case provide no occasion to address whether—as ATF 
maintained for many years before adopting its current position—a misrep-
resentation in response to Form 4473's “actual buyer/transferee” question 
would be “material to the lawfulness of the sale” if the customer intended 
to transfer the gun to a person who he knew or had reasonable cause to 
believe was prohibited by the Act from receiving or possessing frearms. 
A falsehood that conceals an intention of that sort may be material because 
a dealer who sold the gun knowing of that intention might be “unlawfully 
aiding” the customer's violation of § 924(d) (and the prohibited person's 
violation of § 924(g)). Cf. ATF, Industry Circular 79–10 (1979), in (Your 
Guide To) Federal Firearms Regulation 1988–89 (1988), p. 78; infra, at 
202. I need not decide that question here. 
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“getting, and always meant to get, the frearm.” Ante, at 
183. But ensuring that the person taking possession of the 
frearm from the dealer is eligible to receive and possess a 
frearm, and recording information about that person for 
later reference, are by no means worthless functions. On 
the contrary, they indisputably advance the purpose of crime 
prevention by making it harder for ineligible persons to ac-
quire guns and easier for the Government to locate those 
guns in the future; they simply do not advance that purpose 
to the same degree as a more exacting law might have done. 

That the Act's focus on the “man at the counter” in this 
situation does not render its requirements “meaningless” is 
confrmed by the Government's concession that the Act has a 
similar focus in many comparable situations where the gun's 
immediate purchaser is—to use the majority's phrase—a 
“mere condui[t]” for a contemplated transfer of the gun to a 
different person who will “take possession of, own, and use” 
it. Ante, at 181, 186. Consider the following scenarios in 
which even the Government regards the man at the counter 
as the “person” to whom the dealer “sell[s]” the gun: 

• Guns Intended as Gifts. In the Government's view, an 
individual who buys a gun “with the intent of making a 
gift of the frearm to another person” is the gun's “true 
purchaser.” ATF, Federal Firearms Regulations Refer-
ence Guide 165 (2005) (hereinafter 2005 ATF Guide). 
The Government's position makes no exception for situa-
tions where the gift is specifcally requested by the re-
cipient (as gifts sometimes are). So long as no money 
changes hands, and no agency relationship is formed, be-
tween gifter and giftee, the Act is concerned only with 
the man at the counter. 

• Guns Intended for Resale. Introducing money into the 
equation does not automatically change the outcome. 
The Government admits that the man at the counter is 
the true purchaser even if he immediately sells the gun 
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to someone else. Tr. of Oral Arg. 34–35. And it ap-
pears the Government's position would be the same even 
if the man at the counter purchased the gun with 
the intent to sell it to a particular third party, so long 
as the two did not enter into a common-law agency 
relationship. 

• Guns Intended as Raffe Prizes. The Government con-
siders the man at the counter the true purchaser even if 
he is buying the gun “for the purpose of raffing [it] at 
an event”—in which case he can provide his own infor-
mation on Form 4473 and “transfer the frearm to the 
raffe winner without a Form 4473 being completed or a 
[background] check being conducted” on the winner. 
2005 ATF Guide 195. 

If the statute's requirements were “render[ed] meaningless” 
by treating Abramski rather than his uncle as the true pur-
chaser, then they would be every bit as meaningless in the 
scenarios just described. The Government's concession that 
the statute is operating appropriately in each of those sce-
narios should cause the majority to reevaluate its assump-
tions about the type and degree of regulation that the stat-
ute regards as “meaningful.” The majority, it is clear, 
regards Abramski's interpretation as creating a loophole in 
the law; but even if that were a fair characterization, why is 
the majority convinced that a statute with so many admitted 
loopholes does not contain this particular loophole? 

The majority's answer to this argument is that “the indi-
vidual who sends a straw to a gun store to buy a frearm is 
transacting with the dealer, in every way but the most for-
mal.” Ante, at 186 (emphasis deleted). That certainly dis-
tinguishes that individual from the intended subsequent 
donee or purchaser; so would the fact that he has orange hair. 
But it does not establish why that individual, any more than 
the others, should be thought to be covered by statutory lan-
guage (the “person” to whom a dealer “sell[s]” a gun) that 
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does not naturally apply. The only thing which can justify 
that leap is the false imperative to make the statute as effec-
tive as possible, rather than as effective as the language indi-
cates Congress desired.4 

What the scenarios described above show is that the stat-
ute typically is concerned only with the man at the counter, 
even where that man is in a practical sense a “conduit” who 
will promptly transfer the gun to someone else. Perhaps 
that is because Congress wanted a rule that would be easy 
to understand and to administer, which the Government's 
proposed agency test—and the majority's apparent adoption 
of that test sans any mention of agency law—certainly is 
not. (When counsel for the Government was pressed about 
hypothetical situations not gift-wrapped as neatly as this 
case, he said, frankly but unhelpfully, that they would turn 
on the “factual question” whether the purchase was “made 
on behalf of someone else.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 49–50.) 

Or perhaps Congress drew the line where it did because 
the Gun Control Act, like many contentious pieces of legisla-
tion, was a “compromise” among “highly interested parties 
attempting to pull the provisions in different directions.” 
Barnhart v. Sigmon Coal Co., 534 U. S. 438, 461 (2002); see 
Director, Offce of Workers' Compensation Programs v. 
Newport News Shipbuilding & Dry Dock Co., 514 U. S. 122, 

4 The majority's claim that its analysis “does not rest on mere `purpose-
based arguments,' ” ante, at 179, n. 6, rings hollow. The majority says it 
is relying on the principle that when a statutory provision is “ambiguous” 
but “only one of the permissible meanings produces a substantive effect 
that is compatible with the rest of the law,” we should adopt that meaning. 
Ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted). But even if the text at issue 
here were ambiguous, it is clear that the “substantive effect” of the nar-
rower interpretation is “compatible with”—indeed, it is downright conge-
nial to—“the rest of” the Gun Control Act. The majority's contrary con-
clusion rests, not on anything in the text or structure of the Act, but on 
the majority's guess about how far Congress meant to go in pursuit of its 
crime-prevention “purpose.” 
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135–136 (1995). Perhaps those whose votes were needed for 
passage of the statute wanted a lawful purchaser to be able 
to use an agent. A statute shaped by political tradeoffs in 
a controversial area may appear “imperfect” from some per-
spectives, but “our ability to imagine ways of redesigning 
the statute to advance one of Congress' ends does not render 
it irrational.” Preseault v. ICC, 494 U. S. 1, 19 (1990). We 
must accept that Congress, balancing the conficting de-
mands of a divided citizenry, “ ̀ wrote the statute it wrote'— 
meaning, a statute going so far and no further.” Michigan 
v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 572 U. S. 782, 794 (2014). 

That Abramski's reading does not render the Act's re-
quirements “meaningless” is further evidenced by the fact 
that, for decades, even ATF itself did not read the statute to 
criminalize conduct like Abramski's. After Congress passed 
the Act in 1968, ATF's initial position was that the Act did 
not prohibit the sale of a gun to an eligible buyer acting on 
behalf of a third party (even an ineligible one). See Hear-
ings Before the Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delin-
quency of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 94th Cong., 
1st Sess., pt. 1, p. 118 (1975). A few years later, ATF modi-
fed its position and asserted that the Act did not “prohibit 
a dealer from making a sale to a person who is actually pur-
chasing the frearm for another person” unless the other per-
son was “prohibited from receiving or possessing a frearm,” 
in which case the dealer could be guilty of “unlawfully aiding 
the prohibited person's own violation.” ATF, Industry Cir-
cular 79–10 (1979), in (Your Guide To) Federal Firearms Reg-
ulation 1988–89 (1988), p. 78. The agency appears not to 
have adopted its current position until the early 1990's. See 
United States v. Polk, 118 F. 3d 286, 295, n. 7 (CA5 1997). 

The majority deems this enforcement history “not rele-
vant” because the Government's reading of a criminal statute 
is not entitled to deference. Ante, at 191. But the fact that 
the agency charged with enforcing the Act read it, over a 
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period of roughly 25 years, not to apply to the type of con-
duct at issue here is powerful evidence that interpreting the 
Act in that way is natural and reasonable and does not make 
its requirements “meaningless.” 

C 

Even if the statute were wrongly thought to be ambiguous 
on this point, the rule of lenity would defeat the Govern-
ment's construction. It is a “familiar principle” that “ ̀ ambi-
guity concerning the ambit of criminal statutes should be 
resolved in favor of lenity.' ” Skilling v. United States, 561 
U. S. 358, 410 (2010). That principle prevents us from giving 
the words of a criminal statute “a meaning that is different 
from [their] ordinary, accepted meaning, and that disfavors 
the defendant.” Burrage v. United States, 571 U. S. 204, 216 
(2014). And it means that when a criminal statute has two 
possible readings, we do not “ ̀ choose the harsher alterna-
tive' ” unless Congress has “ ̀ spoken in language that is clear 
and defnite.' ” United States v. Bass, 404 U. S. 336, 347–349 
(1971). For the reasons given above, it cannot be said that 
the statute unambiguously commands the Government's cur-
rent reading. It is especially contrary to sound practice to 
give this criminal statute a meaning that the Government 
itself rejected for years. 

The majority does not mention the rule of lenity apart 
from a footnote, ante, at 188, n. 10, responding to this dissent. 
The footnote concedes that “the text creates some ambigu-
ity” but says that “context, structure, history, and purpose 
resolve it.” Ibid. But for the reasons given above, context 
and structure do not support the majority's interpretation, 
history refutes it by showing that the Government itself in-
terpreted the statute more leniently for many years, and 
“purpose” supports it only if one imputes to the statute a 
crime-fghting purpose broader than the text discloses (a 
practice that would nullify the rule of lenity in all cases). 
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See Part I–B, supra.5 If lenity has no role to play in a clear 
case such as this one, we ought to stop pretending it is a 
genuine part of our jurisprudence. 

Contrary to the majority's miserly approach, the rule of 
lenity applies whenever, after all legitimate tools of interpre-
tation have been exhausted, “a reasonable doubt persists” 
regarding whether Congress has made the defendant's con-
duct a federal crime, Moskal v. United States, 498 U. S. 103, 
108 (1990)—in other words, whenever those tools do not deci-
sively dispel the statute's ambiguity. Skilling, supra, at 
410; see, e. g., Scheidler v. National Organization for 
Women, Inc., 537 U. S. 393, 409 (2003); Cleveland v. United 
States, 531 U. S. 12, 25 (2000); Crandon v. United States, 494 
U. S. 152, 158 (1990). “[W]here text, structure, and history 
fail to establish that the Government's position is unambigu-
ously correct . . . we apply the rule of lenity and resolve 
the ambiguity in [the defendant]'s favor.” United States v. 
Granderson, 511 U. S. 39, 54 (1994). It cannot honestly be 
said that the text, structure, and history of the Gun Control 
Act establish as “unambiguously correct” that the Act makes 
Abramski's conduct a federal crime. 

By refusing to apply lenity here, the majority turns its 
back on a liberty-protecting and democracy-promoting rule 
that is “perhaps not much less old than construction itself.” 
United States v. Wiltberger, 5 Wheat. 76, 95 (1820) (Marshall, 
C. J.); see, e. g., 1 W. Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws 
of England 88 (1765) (“Penal statutes must be construed 
strictly”). As Chief Justice Marshall wrote, the rule is 
“founded on the tenderness of the law for the rights of indi-
viduals; and on the plain principle that the power of punish-
ment is vested in the legislative, not in the judicial depart-
ment.” Wiltberger, supra, at 95. It forbids a court to 
criminalize an act simply because the court deems that act 

5 The majority is thus entirely wrong to charge that I would apply the 
rule of lenity “because the statute's text, taken alone, permits a narrower 
construction,” ante, at 188, n. 10. 
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“of equal atrocity, or of kindred character, with those which 
are enumerated.” Id., at 96. Today's majority disregards 
that foundational principle. 

II. Section 924(a)(1)(A) 

Under § 924(a)(1)(A), it is a crime to make a “false state-
ment . . . with respect to the information required by this 
chapter to be kept in the records of” a federally licensed gun 
dealer (emphasis added). “[T]his chapter” refers to chapter 
44 of title 18 of the United States Code, which contains the 
Gun Control Act. §§ 921–931. 

The question Abramski answered falsely was whether he 
was buying the gun for someone else. Did the Act itself 
require the dealer to record this information? It did not; it 
simply required him to record “the name, age, and place of 
residence” of the “person” to whom the frearm was “s[old] 
or deliver[ed].” § 922(b)(5). As explained above, that “per-
son” was Abramski, not his uncle. See Part I, supra. 

But, the majority says, the Act also directs dealers to 
“ ̀ maintain such records . . . as the Attorney General may 
by regulations prescribe.' ” Ante, at 192 (quoting § 923(g) 
(1)(A)). So did a regulation require this information to be 
recorded? Again, no. The relevant regulation provides 
that a dealer shall 

“obtain a Form 4473 from the transferee showing the 
transferee's name, sex, residence address (including 
county or similar political subdivision), date and place 
of birth; height, weight and race of the transferee; the 
transferee's country of citizenship; the transferee's INS-
issued alien number or admission number; the transfer-
ee's State of residence; and certifcation by the trans-
feree that the transferee is not prohibited by the Act 
from transporting or shipping a frearm in interstate or 
foreign commerce or receiving a frearm which has been 
shipped or transported in interstate or foreign com-
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merce or possessing a frearm in or affecting commerce.” 
27 CFR § 478.124(c)(1) (2014). 

The long list of information that this regulation requires to 
be kept in the dealer's records does not include whether the 
transferee is buying the gun for an eligible third party. 

But wait! the majority says: Another provision of the reg-
ulation requires a dealer to “ ̀ retain . . . as part of [its] re-
quired records, each Form 4473 obtained in the course of ' ” 
selling or disposing of a frearm. Ante, at 192 (quoting 27 
CFR § 478.124(a)). Therefore, according to the majority, 
any “false answer on that form”—even an answer to a ques-
tion that is not among those enumerated in the regulation— 
necessarily “pertains to information a dealer is statutorily 
required to maintain.” Ante, at 192. 

That carries the text of the statute a bridge too far. On 
the majority's view, if the bureaucrats responsible for creat-
ing Form 4473 decided to ask about the buyer's favorite 
color, a false response would be a federal crime. That is 
not what the statute says. The statute punishes misstate-
ments “with respect to information required to be kept,” 
§ 924(a)(1)(A) (emphasis added), not with respect to “infor-
mation contained in forms required to be kept.” Because 
neither the Act nor any regulation requires a dealer to keep 
a record of whether a customer is purchasing a gun for him-
self or for an eligible third party, that question had no place 
on Form 4473—any more than would the question whether 
the customer was purchasing the gun as a gift for a particu-
lar individual and, if so, who that individual was. And the 
statute no more criminalizes a false answer to an ultra vires 
question on Form 4473 than it criminalizes the purchaser's 
volunteering of a false e-mail address on that form. Infor-
mation regarding Abramski's status as a “straw purchaser” 
was not “information required to be kept,” and that is an end 
of the matter. In my view, that is the best—indeed, the only 
plausible—interpretation of § 924(a)(1)(A). But at a mini-
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mum, the statute is ambiguous, and lenity does the rest. 
See Part I–C, supra.6 

* * * 

The Court makes it a federal crime for one lawful gun 
owner to buy a gun for another lawful gun owner. Whether 
or not that is a sensible result, the statutes Congress enacted 
do not support it—especially when, as is appropriate, we re-
solve ambiguity in those statutes in favor of the accused. 
I respectfully dissent. 

6 The majority professes that it “need not, and do[es] not, opine on” 
whether it would impose liability for “a false answer even to an `ultra 
vires question' ” because, given its reasoning on Count One, the question 
at issue here was “part and parcel of the dealer's determination of the 
(true) buyer's `name, age, and place of residence,' which § 922(b)(5) re-
quires the dealer to keep.” Ante, at 192, n. 11. But if that is really all 
the majority means to decide, then why bother to invoke the requirement 
that the dealer keep such records as the regulations prescribe and the 
regulation requiring the dealer to keep Form 4473? See ante, at 191–192. 
If the majority's ruling is as limited as it claims, it ought to cite § 922(b)(5) 
and be done. 
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