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Seventh Circuit Holds Debt Buyer’s Feet to
the Fire for its Attorney’s Miscues
June 6, 2016 | by

As a general rule, a principal may only be held vicariously liable for the acts of its agent
where it had actual control over the conduct. But what if the principal is a debt buyer
and its attorneys violate the FDCPA? A recent opinion by the Seventh Circuit holds that
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