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Today, we have 44 four-stars in the 

military. In World War II, we had 7—44 
to 7. We had 12 million with 7 four- 
stars. Today, we have 44 four-stars with 
2 million. It doesn’t make sense—too 
many chiefs. So we are going to hold 
those four stars. We can bring them up 
one at a time, but they need to be vet-
ted. We need to know who is running 
our military. These jobs are too impor-
tant to rubberstamp. 

We need to keep fighting to make our 
military stronger and stronger. The 
fight for the integrity of our military 
leadership will continue as long as I am 
here. The fight to keep politics out of 
the most sacred institution will con-
tinue. The fight to protect Senate and 
executive branch overreach will con-
tinue. Senator SCHUMER can rig it all 
he wants, but this fight is not over. We 
will continue to take it to the Amer-
ican people because elections have con-
sequences; and don’t think next year’s 
is not very, very important. 

I am not going to stop fighting for 
these things, and I am not going to 
stop fighting for the American people. 
That is the reason we are here. A lot of 
people forget that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I sit 

here as I have listened to Senator 
TUBERVILLE say that the world is a 
more dangerous place. He has spoken 
about how we have weakened our mili-
tary. Senator TUBERVILLE is right on 
that, and one of the principal reasons 
is because of Senator TUBERVILLE’s 
own actions. He has held up hundreds 
of military nominations, hundreds of 
our military leaders, who have not 
made it to the posts they were assigned 
to. 

It is clear that it was a grave mis-
take for one Senator to hold our mili-
tary promotion system hostage over 
his personal disagreement with a De-
partment of Defense policy. We need 
our commanders in the Pacific to deter 
China and our service vice chiefs to 
lead the military. I am relieved that he 
has released most of his holds, but he 
continues to weaken our military read-
iness and to undermine both recruiting 
and retention. 

The Senate should not go home for 
the holidays until we confirm the re-
maining nominees. This Senator has 
held up nominations for nearly a year. 
It undermines our national defense, 
and it is unfair to our military and to 
our military families. He insults our 
military, and then he turns around and 
tries to blame President Biden for his 
own actions. The hypocrisy of this Sen-
ator is truly breathtaking. We have got 
to stay, and we have got to get these 
military leaders confirmed. 

ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 
Right now, Mr. President, we are see-

ing one of the deadliest years of gun vi-
olence in recent history. There have 
been more than 600 mass shootings 
since the beginning of this year alone. 
That is nearly two mass shootings a 

day. And assault weapons have become 
the firearm of choice in more and more 
mass shootings over the decades. As-
sault weapons kill with deadly effi-
ciency. When an assault weapon is used 
in a shooting, more than double the 
number of people on average are shot 
and more than 50 percent are killed. 

Let me be clear: These military-style 
assault weapons are weapons of war, 
and they have no place in our commu-
nities. Our kids are growing up seeing 
military rifles in civilian hands on the 
streets and in their classrooms. Since 
2011, the rate of children dying from 
firearms has skyrocketed by nearly 90 
percent. 

Enough is enough. It has never been 
more obvious that Congress needs to 
ban assault weapons. This isn’t some 
farfetched idea. We have tried it. Sen-
ator Dianne Feinstein championed an 
assault weapons ban, and she got it 
passed into law. It was in place for a 
full decade—from 1994 to 2004—and it 
worked. Researchers from Quinnipiac 
University, from the NYU School of 
Medicine, and more have found that, 
while the ban was in place, there was a 
meaningful reduction in the number of 
mass shootings. But the law sunsetted 
in 2004; and in the following two dec-
ades, there have been more and more 
and more mass shootings. 

Today, we must act to reinstate a na-
tional ban on assault weapons. It is 
hard to overstate the urgency of this 
issue. From Sandy Hook to Parkland 
and from Orlando to Uvalde, these hor-
rific mass shootings all involved an as-
sault weapon. This fall shooting in 
Lewiston, ME, also involved a powerful 
assault rifle and was the deadliest 
shooting of this year. 

After each of these tragedies, Ameri-
cans ask: What will it take for Con-
gress to act? How many more commu-
nities and how many more families will 
lose loved ones before the laws are 
changed? 

We mourn the individuals lost to gun 
violence. We mourn the families left 
behind when a beloved son or daughter 
or mom or dad is cut down by gun vio-
lence, and we mourn the communities 
torn apart by gun violence. But they 
don’t need our thoughts and prayers 
nearly as much as they need Congress 
to do its job and take action. 

We have shown we can act in mo-
ments of crisis. Last year, after 21 chil-
dren and teachers were killed in 
Uvalde, we passed the Bipartisan Safer 
Communities Act. That was the most 
sweeping gun violence prevention legis-
lation in nearly 30 years, but it didn’t 
go far enough. This is another moment 
of crisis. Today, we have another 
chance, with this vote, to make it easi-
er for Americans to move through their 
daily lives without fear of being 
gunned down by weapons of war. 

I urge Congress to reinstate the as-
sault weapons ban that Senator Fein-
stein secured 30 years ago and that 
would help save lives today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 

MILITARY PROMOTIONS 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

also am here to talk about gun vio-
lence, but before I get to that, I want 
to address some of the comments we 
heard from Senator TUBERVILLE. 

I think the people of this country and 
the people who are visiting our Cham-
ber today need to understand that, for 
10 months, Senator TUBERVILLE has 
been playing politics. He has literally 
held the entire—entire—military chain 
of command hostage. He was offered a 
vote on his policy; he turned it down. 
He was the subject of a rules exception 
passed through my committee on a 9–7 
vote that would have put all of the 
nominations together. Even then, he 
kept standing his ground. 

Finally, when he realized that a num-
ber of his Republican colleagues who 
came to the floor repeatedly were 
going to vote for that change, he fi-
nally relented. But it was the words of 
the military families and the veterans’ 
families that made the biggest dif-
ference—the spouses who had put their 
own jobs on hold, who had left their 
jobs teaching school because they 
thought they were going to move, and 
the people who didn’t even know where 
to put their parents in assisted living 
because they didn’t know. These are 
military families who are serving our 
country. 

And national security? He held up 
numerous key personnel at a time 
when there are conflicts all over the 
world. 

Still, it is important to note, which 
he admitted on the floor today, he is 
holding up 11 four-star officers, includ-
ing the head of CYBERCOM, at a time 
when Vladimir Putin and other tyrants 
see that cyber as a weapon of war. He 
is holding up the commander—the com-
mander—of the Pacific Air command. 
So he continues his hold. 

And, yes, we will not go home for 
Christmas until we finish our work and 
get through these 11 additional officers 
being held. 

Let me just end this moment by 
quoting him from the hallways yester-
day from a reporter. He was asked 
about this. 

He said: 
I have loved to have five downs in football 

instead of four, but you can’t do it. It’s got 
to be fair for everybody. 

He was asked if he had regrets. 
It was pretty much a draw. I mean, they 

didn’t get what they wanted. 

Really? Who is ‘‘they’’? I guess the 
‘‘they’’ are the military members, the 
servicemembers, who serve our coun-
try. 

And my last message on this front is 
that this is not a game, Senator 
TUBERVILLE. This is not a game. This is 
not a football game. These are real peo-
ple’s lives and the security of our coun-
try, and I am pleased that we have got-
ten through these 425 nominees, but 
there are clearly more to go. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 494 
Mr. President, on the subject of gun 

violence, it seems we know as Ameri-
cans that, every week, there is another 
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tragedy, whether it is in Maine, wheth-
er it is a bowling alley, whether it is a 
Fourth of July parade in Highland 
Park or at a school in Nashville. 

Earlier this year, by chance, I was in 
Nashville in a bookstore only a week 
after that school shooting. A mother 
came up to me in the middle of the 
aisle, and she was sobbing. She ex-
plained that her daughter was the best 
friend of one of the kids who was 
killed. She took her phone out and 
showed me, in real time, that morning, 
the text chains of the moms who were 
planning a jazz fundraiser at the school 
and for the school when the news came 
out. 

You could see the texts of these 20 or 
so moms, saying: Well, that must not 
be true. It is just something on social 
media. 

Well, no. I hear the sirens right now. 
Well, no. I hear it is true. I see the 

police cars going by. 
One of the moms: I am going over 

there right now. The text chain goes on 
and on and on, and then you start see-
ing the text ‘‘Haley is OK. Hallelujah, 
she’s fine’’; the names of the kids, as 
they found out hours later if they were 
OK. The last text is ‘‘We lost Evie.’’ 

That, for me, was the real moment 
that so many parents across this coun-
try experience when their kids are just 
going to school. 

This week, we passed a grim mile-
stone. We have now had more gun-re-
lated mass killings this year than any 
year since 2006. Nearly 40,000 Ameri-
cans have lost their lives to gun vio-
lence this year alone. 

So we call on our colleagues today to 
say enough is enough. We know what 
the solutions are. We know there is not 
just one solution for each kind of gun 
violence incident. 

I come from a State with a time-hon-
ored tradition of hunting and fishing, 
so when I look at these gun proposals, 
I always ask myself, would this pro-
posal hurt my Uncle Dick and his deer 
stand? No. He doesn’t need an AK–47 to 
go deer hunting. 

That is why nearly two-thirds of 
Americans, including many Repub-
licans, support reinstating an assault 
weapons ban. That is why over 80 per-
cent of Americans support expanding 
background checks and closing dan-
gerous loopholes, as we did with Sen-
ator MURPHY and many other Senators, 
leadership—my provision to keep guns 
away from domestic abusers. We must 
pass the Background Check Expansion 
Act, led by Senator MURPHY, which 
would close the dangerous gun show 
loophole, which allows unlicensed gun 
dealers, such as those at gun shows, to 
sell a firearm without conducting a 
background check. These are common-
sense bills. 

Americans are with us, and we sim-
ply cannot sit back and do nothing 
while gun violence shatters families 
and neighborhoods across the country. 

We had a moment last year, and we 
passed a bipartisan bill. We thank our 
Republican colleagues who joined us on 

this bill. But now we know there is 
more to do—just ask that mom in 
Nashville. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

PADILLA). The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. WARNOCK. Mr. President, I rise 

today because we are living in a nation 
besieged by gun violence. 

So far this year, our Nation has expe-
rienced 630 mass shootings. This is day 
No. 340 in the year 2023, so 340 days, 630 
mass shootings. That is nearly twice as 
many mass shootings as we have seen 
days. Our precious children are afraid 
to go to school. They are worried that 
their classroom may be the next Robb 
Elementary, Marjory Stoneman Doug-
las, or Sandy Hook, as we remember 
that somber anniversary. 

I heard one of my colleagues, the 
Senator from Wyoming, earlier today 
say: They are trying to take our free-
doms away. We have heard that a lot 
from folks on the other side: They are 
trying to take our freedoms away. It is 
a strange freedom that regularly sends 
our children into lockdown. What kind 
of freedom is that? 

According to the Gun Violence Ar-
chive, we have lost over 1,500 children 
to gun violence this year. I think that 
there is a kind of unspoken assump-
tion, as we have been pushing for com-
monsense gun safety and have gotten 
very little movement in Congress—I 
think the unspoken assumption is that 
this will not visit me; it will not hap-
pen to my family. But when you con-
sider that there have been 630 mass 
shootings already this year, sadly, the 
chances are quite good that this could 
visit any one of us. 

We ought to do our work here in the 
Congress as if we are protecting our 
own families because when we look out 
for other people’s families, when we 
look out for other people’s children, we 
look out for our own, and it could visit 
any one of us. 

We act as if this is normal, business 
as usual. What legislative action has 
the Senate passed to address this epi-
demic of gun violence? The Senate ac-
tually voted to give less information— 
less information—to the National In-
stant Criminal Background Check Sys-
tem. 

Keep in mind that according to a 2023 
FOX News poll, 87 percent of Ameri-
cans believe that we ought to have uni-
versal background checks. Listen. Let 
me say that again. According to a FOX 
News poll, 87 percent of Americans be-
lieve that we ought to have universal 
background checks. So they present 
this as if it is an argument between 
Democrats and Republicans. Really, it 
is an argument between Washington 
and craven politicians and ordinary 
people every day who are just trying to 
live their lives in safety. 

There is a broadening gap between 
what Americans want and what they 
can get from their government. So, at 
root, this is a democracy problem. The 
question is, Who owns our democracy 
and at what cost to our children and to 

our families? So we have a moral obli-
gation not to turn away. 

Across the country, outside of Wash-
ington, there is widespread agreement 
that Congress needs to enact common-
sense—commonsense—gun safety solu-
tions. Eighty-seven percent of Ameri-
cans believe that we ought to have uni-
versal background checks. 

Every day, I hear from Georgians 
who are sick and tired of losing people 
they love to gun violence. As a pastor, 
I presided over the funerals. And it 
begs me to ask, how is it that we can’t 
keep our own people alive? What kind 
of Nation tells its children that the 
only thing we can do in the wake of 
this crisis is to teach you how to hide? 

Last year, for the first time in 30 
years, we were able to pass modest but 
meaningful gun safety legislation, but 
it is not nearly enough, and it took 30 
years just to do that. 

We are all set to go home later this 
month to spend a few weeks—safely, I 
hope—with our loved ones. I encourage 
all of my colleagues to reflect on this 
question: Are we going to let other peo-
ple’s loved ones continue to die by the 
tens of thousands and let our babies 
get killed in their classrooms for an-
other 30 years before we choose to act? 

The time is always right to do what 
is right, Dr. King taught us, and that 
time is now. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I would 

like to thank Senator WARNOCK and 
others for coming to the floor today to 
raise this truly existential crisis, put it 
in front of our colleagues. 

I have lost count of the number of 
times I have come down to the floor of 
the Senate to talk about this immoral 
anomaly in which you are subject to 
the risk of death by gunshot wound in 
the United States at a rate 10 times 
higher than any other high-income na-
tion. 

I wish there were a truly complicated 
set of factors that play into the reason 
why we have so much more gun vio-
lence here than in other nations, but it 
probably isn’t that complicated. We 
don’t have more mental illness in this 
country. We don’t spend less money on 
law enforcement. We don’t have 
angrier people. We just have a lot more 
guns, and we are much more permissive 
in this country about allowing felons, 
dangerous people, and the mentally ill 
to get their hands on guns, and we are 
much more permissive around the 
question of which kinds of guns get in 
the hands of private citizens, especially 
guns that are designed to kill as many 
human beings as quickly as possible. 

As you can imagine, because I have a 
pretty high profile on this issue, when 
I am back in my State, I get con-
fronted a lot by supporters of the Sec-
ond Amendment, NRA members, who 
want to have a conversation with me 
about why I believe what I believe. 
That conversation normally starts 
with the assumption that I want to 
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take guns away or ammunition away 
from law-abiding gun owners. 

Almost without exception, when I get 
confronted by somebody who wants to 
talk about guns with me, who comes 
from that gun-rights side of the debate, 
as quickly as I can get the debate to 
background checks is when we start 
agreeing. I have found very few of 
those conversations in Connecticut 
where, even in the most heated of argu-
ments, we don’t find quick agreement 
on the simple idea that before you buy 
a gun, you should have to prove that 
you are not a criminal or you are not 
seriously mentally ill. Why? Because 
law-abiding gun owners have gone 
through background checks. They 
know that in 90 percent of the cases, 
those background checks are processed 
instantaneously, while you are in the 
store. For most of the people who are 
talking to me who aren’t mentally ill 
and who don’t have criminal histories, 
that is their only experience, is that a 
background check is not a barrier to 
purchasing a gun. 

So it is just not surprising to me to 
hear the data that Senator WARNOCK is 
talking about—90 percent of Americans 
supporting universal background 
checks, checks on every gun sale; 89 
percent of Republicans, 89 percent of 
gun owners, 70 percent of NRA mem-
bers—because even the gun owners, 
even the people who feel so fired up 
about this issue that they want to 
come talk to me in the middle of a 
county fair, were not disagreeing about 
that simple policy—just make sure 
that people who shouldn’t have guns 
don’t get their hands on them. 

Some people will say: Well, it is a 
hassle. It is an unreasonable barrier. 

Well, I just told you that in 90 per-
cent of the cases, they are resolved in-
stantaneously. In the 10 percent of 
cases where it takes more than 5 min-
utes, that is normally because there is 
something on that person’s record that 
we need to find out. What we know is 
that there have been millions of gun 
purchases that have been denied be-
cause felons or seriously mentally ill 
individuals did try to buy those guns. 

But we also know that 99 percent of 
Americans live within 10 miles of a gun 
store. There are 60,000 licensed gun 
dealers across this country who can 
perform background checks. That is 
four times the number of McDonald’s 
restaurants in America. It is just not 
true that it is an unreasonable restric-
tion of your liberty to just make sure 
you get a background check before you 
buy a gun. 

Now, what are we talking about? We 
are talking about guns that are largely 
sold online and through gun shows, be-
cause the law today, the Federal law 
that I think we still all agree on—I 
mean, I don’t hear a lot of my Repub-
lican colleagues proposing legislation 
to repeal the requirement that you 
should get a background check if you 
go into a gun store. All we are talking 
about is extending that requirement to 
the place where a lot of guns are now 

sold in a way they weren’t when we 
passed the national instant criminal 
background check law in the early 
1990s. Today, a lot more guns are sold 
in gun stores, and a lot more guns are 
sold online. 

The studies that have been done 
about gun sales online are really trou-
bling. One study showed that there 
were 1.2 million online ads offering 
firearms for sale that would not re-
quire a background check to be done. 
That same study showed that one in 
nine prospective buyers of guns online 
would not pass a background check. 
That is a rate seven times higher than 
the denial rate at gun stores. And the 
reason is the criminals are going online 
and going to the gun shows because 
they know they will fail the back-
ground check if they go to a brick-and- 
mortar store. 

That is what Seth Ator did. He failed 
the background check when he tried to 
purchase a gun in 2014. But he went to 
a private seller online, he bought a 
gun, and then he used it to kill 7 people 
and wound 25 others in a mass shooting 
in Odessa. 

This is not theoretical. This happens. 
How do you think all these guns get 
into our cities? It is because the crimi-
nal traffickers who have serious crimi-
nal records, who can’t buy guns at a 
brick-and-mortar store, go to a State 
that doesn’t have universal checks. 
The criminals, the traffickers, buy the 
guns online or at a gun show, and then 
they drive them up to Hartford, CT, 
and they sell them on the black mar-
ket. 

The data just tells us that people be-
lieve in background checks; they want 
us to pass universal background 
checks. And the data also tells us that 
it works. The numbers vary, but even 
the least generous studies tell us that 
in States that have universal back-
ground checks, like Connecticut, 10 
percent fewer people are dying from 
gun homicides. 

And, of course, my law can’t fully 
protect the people in my State because 
those guns get trafficked into Con-
necticut from States that don’t have 
universal background checks. And so 
the numbers would be even bigger if we 
didn’t have all these loopholes. 

So I agree with Senator WARNOCK. 
This just feels like a test of democracy. 
It really does. How does democracy 
survive if 90 percent of Americans—90 
percent of Republicans, 90 percent of 
Democrats—want something and we 
can’t deliver? 

Do you want to know why people are 
flirting with autocracy and dictator-
ship? It is because, even when they 
agree at a 90-percent rate, they can’t 
get what they want from their govern-
ment. 

I have got to tell you, something 
does seem pretty wrong if democracy 
can’t deliver on a 90-percent consensus, 
and not a 90-percent consensus about 
whether your road gets paved—a 90- 
percent consensus on whether kids live 
or die, a 90-percent consensus on an ex-
istential question of survival. 

So, Mr. President, as in legislative 
session, I am going to ask that we pass 
a bill that will require universal back-
ground checks in this country. I am 
going to ask my colleagues to respect 
the wishes of 90 percent of Americans 
and do something that we know works. 

So I am going to ask, as in legislative 
session, for unanimous consent that 
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
S. 494 and the Senate proceed to its im-
mediate consideration. I further ask 
consent that the bill be considered read 
a third time and passed and the motion 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER). Is there objection? 

The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, I want to note, at 
the outset, that we are not asked to 
vote in this Chamber on polling ques-
tions. We vote on legislation. While 
people, when responding to a poll, may 
respond overwhelmingly in response to 
certain questions, it doesn’t mean that, 
when they come to understand fully 
what the law at issue would actually 
do, they wouldn’t feel differently. 

The truth is that the legislation that 
we are being asked to pass by unani-
mous consent today, without addi-
tional debate, discussion, opportunity 
for amendment, opportunity for input 
by the public—that is the bill S. 494, 
the Background Check Expansion 
Act—has some real problems with it, 
problems that I think make it a bill 
that stands to transform, in some cir-
cumstances, ordinary law-abiding citi-
zens into criminals. 

We always have to consider this when 
evaluating any law, particularly any 
law with criminal implications, par-
ticularly any law with criminal impli-
cations that touches on a constitu-
tionally protected right enumerated in 
a constitutional amendment. 

This is not solely about transactions 
involving guns at gun stores. This is 
about the father who wishes to pass 
down a hunting rifle to his son or the 
friend who wants to lend a shotgun to 
his neighbor who is in need of protec-
tion at the time. 

Universal background checks, as this 
bill conceives them, don’t just regu-
late; they criminalize these quintessen-
tial moments of American life and, 
under this legislation, would render un-
lawful what in countless circumstances 
would be lawful and even constitu-
tionally protected behavior. 

Now, most would not think twice 
about lending a firearm to a family 
member for sporting or personal pro-
tection purposes, and yet this bill 
threatens to do that by narrowing the 
definition of family to such an extent 
that passing a gun to a daughter-in-law 
or to a great-grandson could lead to 
criminal charges. This bill fails to dis-
tinguish between a criminal act and a 
gesture of trust and safety. 

Participating in a hunting trip often 
involves using firearms. Of course, it is 
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important to be aware that under this 
proposal, under this bill, if you hand 
over your firearm to a partner during 
such a trip, even for a short period of 
time, you could potentially be held 
criminally liable if that individual 
doesn’t hold the proper hunting li-
cense. It is an absurd overreach that 
would penalize the innocent traditions 
that bind our communities together. 

The only conceivable way to enforce 
such a law is through the creation of 
an expansive, Orwellian national gun 
registry—yes, a national gun registry. 
Now, it is here that we arrive at the 
true purpose or, at least, the true inev-
itable outcome of this legislation were 
it to become law. 

Universal background checks only 
work when you have a national gun 
registry. This bill would require a reg-
istry, even though and notwithstanding 
the legitimate policy concerns em-
braced by Congress when Congress pro-
hibited the creation of such a registry 
in the Firearm Owners’ Protection Act. 

However, the ATF has already com-
piled a database with over 920 million 
records, a direct challenge to both the 
letter and the spirit of the Firearm 
Owners’ Protection Act and Public Law 
112–55. Let’s not compound the problem 
created by the ATF’s illegal and con-
stitutionally problematic registry by 
enacting a law that cannot be enforced 
without the creation of a national gun 
registry. 

Registries lead, inevitably, to gun 
confiscation. If you don’t believe me, if 
you don’t want to take my word for it 
on that, just look to the public state-
ments made by some of my colleagues 
in the Senate and our counterparts in 
the House. They told us confiscation is 
the goal. 

As our friends at Gun Owners of 
America have reminded us, without 
this invasive registry, enforcement of 
S. 494 is unfeasible. We are staring 
down the barrel of a system that would 
monitor the most personal and respon-
sible uses of firearms among citizens. 

Now, the Senator asked us to pass 
this major legislation without any de-
bate, without any meaningful oppor-
tunity for amendment or further dis-
cussion. This isn’t how Congress works. 
This certainly isn’t how the U.S. Sen-
ate should work, certainly not on a 
matter so significant and so directly 
tied to an enumerated constitutional 
right as this one. 

This bill should, of course, go 
through the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, a body on which I serve and a 
body where Members routinely can and 
do debate, offer amendments, and raise 
these and other policy and constitu-
tional concerns. 

I also want to speak for a moment to 
what was referenced as the gun show 
loophole. It is not, in fact, a loophole. 
There is no such loophole. The effect of 
the law is that, if you are a federally li-
censed firearms dealer, you have to 
perform these functions before you sell 
it, with or without you being in the 
presence of a gun show. If an FFL 

shows up at a gun show and sells guns, 
the FFL has to conduct the back-
ground check. It isn’t a loophole. 

Moreover, we are talking about a 
tiny, minuscule percentage of people 
who even do these things. We are look-
ing at the overwhelming percentage. 
According to the Department of Jus-
tice bureau that collects crime statis-
tics, a tiny percentage of people who 
even buy them at gun shows go on to 
commit crimes with them—like less 
than 1 percent. Very few of them even 
buy them in any retail establishment, 
opting instead to buy them on a clan-
destine market in an illegal way. 

So, at the end of the day, we have to 
evaluate this law just like we would 
any law—but this law in particular, 
given that it touches on a constitu-
tionally protected, enumerated right. 
We have to look at both the law’s im-
pact on criminal behavior, which is 
negligible, and on the law’s tendency 
to punish the law-abiding. 

It is not the law-abiding who typi-
cally will go to illegal sources to buy a 
gun. It is not the law-abiding who 
refuse to dot the i’s and cross the t’s. It 
is typically the law-abiding who are 
willing to go through that process. We 
shouldn’t be adding more redtape that 
is going to affect mostly the law-abid-
ing, touching on very few of those ac-
tually bent on violent criminal activ-
ity. 

This bill would do precisely that. It 
would punish the law-abiding citizens 
for the actions of criminals. It is time 
to accept this fact, and it is time for 
us, really, to choose between the var-
ious tensions that we feel pulling on 
us. I am confident that, at the end of 
the day, we should choose common 
sense over fear. We should choose lib-
erty over control. We should choose the 
rights of the law-abiding many over 
the criminally minded few. 

On this basis, Mr. President, and for 
these reasons, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Connecticut. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 173 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
as I listen to the objection of my col-
league from Utah, I am really struck 
by the absurdity and exaggeration in-
volved in opposition to these common-
sense measures that would simply save 
lives. The idea that we haven’t debated 
background checks—what could be 
more untethered to reality? We have 
debated background checks for as long 
as I have been in the U.S. Senate and 
before then, when I was attorney gen-
eral seeking to champion universal 
background checks. We have debated 
them in the Judiciary Committee ad 
nauseam. And we have shown, through 
the Bipartisan Safer Communities Act, 
that we can break the hold of the gun 
lobby that is the source of those absurd 
and ridiculous arguments. 

Background checks take no guns 
away from any law-abiding citizen. 
They simply assure that people who 
are dangerous to themselves or others 

don’t have them. That is the purpose of 
red flag laws, which I have also cham-
pioned, and many of the other meas-
ures that we seek to pass—the repeal of 
PLCAA, which guarantees unbridled 
immunity to gun manufacturers; ghost 
guns, which we seek to ban because law 
enforcement finds them so dangerous; 
and numerous other commonsense 
measures. 

I am here on behalf of a bill, Ethan’s 
Law, S. 173, which ought to be common 
ground for everyone. It simply requires 
safe storage. And we know that 500 
Americans every year, including more 
than 100 children, die from uninten-
tional firearm injuries, many of them 
involving weapons that are unsafely 
stored. 

There are loaded and unlocked guns 
in the homes of 4.6 million American 
children, and many of them perish be-
cause their parents or their neighbors’ 
parents fail to safely store those weap-
ons. 

Nobody knows it better than Kristin 
Song. Her son died as a result of an 
unsafely stored weapon just after his 
15th birthday. He was with a friend, 
and a firearm stored in a Tupperware 
box was used in play by these two 
young boys. Ethan Song died, and 
Ethan’s Law, which I am seeking to 
pass by unanimous consent today, is in 
his memory. It was passed by the State 
house of representatives in Connecticut 
and our State senate. And 26 States— 
red, blue, purple—already have some 
form of safe storage and child access 
prevention laws on the books. 

We know from the record of these 
laws in Connecticut that they work; 
they save lives. And we know also that 
gun owners believe that safe storage 
ought to be the law, ought to be re-
quired, ought to be mandated so that 
lives are saved. 

In fact, even the firearms industry— 
including the National Rifle Associa-
tion and the National Shooting Sports 
Foundation—agree that safe storage is 
a critical part of responsible gun own-
ership. 

The NRA tells gun owners that 
‘‘[s]trong boxes and security cases . . . 
are inexpensive and give . . . quick ac-
cess to . . . firearms in a defensive sit-
uation.’’ 

The NSSF tells gun owners to 
‘‘[a]lways make absolutely sure that 
firearms in your home are securely 
stored out of the reach of children and 
. . . unauthorized persons.’’ 

Ninety percent of the guns used in 
unintentional shooting deaths by chil-
dren were left unlocked and loaded. 
The numbers are outrageous and de-
pressing, but we can do something, and 
we should do something. And that is 
why I am here today to urge that we 
pass a bill that ought to be common 
ground—bipartisan common ground— 
and show that, in fact, democracy can 
work. We can pass measures that save 
lives that should be bipartisan. There 
ought to be no Republican versus 
Democratic debate on this floor or any-
where else. It ought to be a matter of 
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