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majority vote. It then tries the case before the Senate, w
is required for conviction.

Only impeached federal judges have been convicted by the Senate. The
most recent case occurred on December 8, 2010, when the Senate voted for
only the eighth time to convict and remove a federal district judge.® As for
presidents, the House impeached President Andrew Johnson in 1868, after
Radical Republicans in the House charged that he had violated the Tenure of
Office Act by dismissing the secretary of war. The Senate acquitted Johnson by
a single vote. Facing probable impeachment and conviction, President Ricbard
M. Nixon resigned in 1974 after the House Judiciary Committee voted articles
ofimpeachment. In December 1998, President Clinton became the first elected
president to be impeached by the House. (Johnson was not elected; he became

president when Abraham Lincoln was assassinated.) The charges against
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Constitutional Amendments. On four occasions, Congress successfully
used the arduous process of amending the Constitution to overturn decisip
of the Supreme Court. In Chisholm v. Georgia (1793), thselCourt held that cit;.
~ens of one state could sue another state in federal court.”” To prevent a rash of
citizen suits against the states, Congress oversaw passage of the Eleventh
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