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This work oﬀers readers’ information related to the infusion of private businesses into the area of private security in one of the eu’s “new”
member states: Bulgaria. The materials and analysis oﬀered in this text
attempts to act and an inspirational probe that goes beyond publicly
accessible documents prepared by some international private security
associations so that a clearer picture of the sectors’ impact on security
may be gleaned. Additionally, this work oﬀers an analytic contribution
to the privatisation of security.
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Introduction
This work oﬀers readers’ information related to the infusion of private businesses into the area of private security in one of the eu’s “new”
member states: Bulgaria. The materials and analysis oﬀered in this text
attempts to act and an inspirational probe that goes beyond publicly
accessible documents prepared by some international private security
associations so that a clearer picture of the sectors’ impact on security
may be gleaned. Additionally, this work oﬀers an analytic contribution
to the privatisation of security. In order to make sense of such a relationship and some practical implications, this work proceeds as follows. First, it highlights the specific organisation of security apparatuses in Bulgaria. This section is heavily reliant on empirical information
and assists in showing the distribution of responsibilities in the coun-
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try. This is closely followed by a section that details general statistics
and trends regarding crime in Bulgaria; providing an important contextualisation to the preceding section and the rest of the work. Once
crime and security organisations have been accounted for, this work
then turns to establishing an appropriate framework for understanding the manner in which business has engaged in the security sector in
Bulgaria. This section identifies the main phases of such engagements
and deploys adequate case work to support the main arguments raised.
This work then concludes with proposals Bulgaria could undertake to
both improve its security situation and increase the transparency of
the actors.

The Security Community in Bulgaria
Since January 2009, the main internal security authority in Bulgaria
has been the Ministry for Public Order and Security (mpos), which
controls the following national services: the National Police Service,
the Gendarmerie, the National Security Service (counter-intelligence);
the Border Police Service and the National Service for Combating Organised Crime and Conducting Special Operations.1 Each of these services is responsible for specific tasks, though these may overlap.
The National Police Service (nps), is responsible for combating general crime and maintaining public order in the broadest sense of the
term.2 This service excludes more serious criminal behaviours, which
tend to fall under the mandate of the National Service for Combating
Organised Crime (nscoc).3 The Gendarmerie is a special police force
that functions as an “intermediary” between the military and the police force. Its territorial operation is not specified and it is therefore
active in both towns and rural regions. The National Security Service
(nss) represents the counter-intelligence branch of security.4 The main
task of the Border Police Service (bps) is to protect state borders from
illegal crossings of people and the smuggling of illicit goods. The Service employs around 12000 staﬀ members.
The number of employees in the police and security forces in Bulgaria is not officially published though it is estimated that between
25000 to 29000 people in service are currently working for the nps
alone. Another 30000 people5 are employed directly in the mpos. In
other words, the mpos fields around 60000 employees. At the same
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time, there is a blurring of responsibilities between the military and
police forces since the former may be called up to perform tasks typically assigned to the latter. Since the country’s accession to nato, its
armed forces have been going through an extensive reform which
aims to achieve full compatibility with the national armies of allies by
around 2015.6 The target number of the military personnel resources
for 2014 is 27 0007 soldiers (land forces, air force, the navy and Joint
Forces Command). Another 18 000 to 20 000 officers are in the National Guard, and around 280 000 are reserve officers.8 In relation
to the role of private security services it should be noted that some
high-ranking military officials think it worthwhile to engage private
security agencies in guarding military facilities, thus replacing soldiers
in such positions. General Ivan Dobrev, Chief of Infantry – noted for
his eﬀorts to reduce the number of women in the army9 – said that
‘activity not related to training and education is a waste of time for
the soldiers.’ This is especially true of guarding military facilities and
General Dobrev adds that
The soldier’s salary is about 700 levs, and yet instead of improving their qualifications they waste their potential for
something we could get for 400 levs monthly if security agencies were engaged to do the job.10
Another specialised authority that poses powers of investigation is
the National Investigation Service which is subordinate to the Ministry of Justice. It specialises in serious crime not dealt with by the
National Service for Combating Organised Crime. Its powers can be
compared to those of the Czech Republic’s Criminal Police and Investigations Service, which collects documents and evidence for the main
judicial proceedings. Following the adoption of the new Criminal Law,
this Service went through a reform in 2005 which deprived it of some
of its powers and transferred them to the National Police Service.11
Municipal Police in Bulgaria was probably established only in Sofia.12
This was at the turn of 2010 and 2011. This force employs some 110
people, of which 75 are guards. So far, the officers’ duties are defined
mainly in the area of inspection and penalties for improper parking,
combating illicit business (stalls, vendors) and penalising unpaid advertising areas. However, Sofia City Hall has expressly stated that establishing the Municipal Police in no way means contract termination
with the private security agency Egida (which guards buildings and city
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areas – such as offices of state authorities, schools and kindergartens,
cemeteries, social care and social aid institutions, orphanages, parks,
subways etc.).13 Understanding the manner these organs function must
be measured against the levels and types of crime in Bulgaria.
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Crime in Bulgaria
The criminal activity in Bulgaria has become a relatively delicate problem, and a growing political issue.14 This was a main reason why the
Centre for the Study of Democracy decided – with a significant contribution of the us Department of Justice – to produce an extensive
report on the criminal situation and trends in Bulgaria.15 According to
the report, crime in Bulgaria increased three to four times in the early
1990’s and some types of criminal activity saw growth at up to 10 times
previous rates. Between 1990 and 2005 at least one member of every
Bulgarian family fell victim to crime.
At the beginning of the 21st century (also in the context of European Union accession eﬀorts and with assistance of foreign counterparts) measures were developed in the country to end an incredible
crime wave. This, indeed, brought results and the crime incidence has
since dropped. According to the European Statistical Office16 around
200000 crimes were committed in Bulgaria in 1995, and “only” 136000
crimes were reported in 2006.17 This can be explained by a few mutually non-exclusive factors: a general decline in Bulgaria’s population, the
fact that young men – the demographic group attributed to the majority of crimes – are leaving Bulgaria for opportunities in other parts of
the eu, a comprehensive decline in unemployment coupled with more
eﬀective policing.
While on the surface, this reflects a positive trend, it must be measured against the claim that only some 53% of all committed crime is
actually reported in Bulgaria. However, there is a significant diﬀerence in some particular types of crime: during a 2003 survey 78000
respondents declared themselves victims of a particular crime, while
only 11090 cases of that same crime were recorded in the official statistics. The reason for this is that confidence in the police force in Bulgaria is not at such a level to make people report the same proportion of
crimes as is usual in the majority of “older” European Union Member
States.18
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Now that a general contextualisation of security and criminality has
been presented, this work turns to its main arguments which expose
the connection between private business and private security in Bulgaria.
Private
Security in
Europe

The Current Framework of Business in Private Security
The regulatory framework for private security services in Bulgaria is
described in idealised terms—at least on paper.19 Some norms were
even transposed, with only minor changes, from the legislation of
some Nordic European countries. To a greater or lesser extent this also
applies to the following norms, the:20
1. Act on Private Business in the Area of Guarding Services (24 February 2004),21
2. Regulation on the Rules for Training the Private Security Personnel (4 December 2006),22
3. Decree No. 69 on the Conditions and Rules for Psychological Fitness Necessary for Handling Guns and Ammunition as of 19 May
2000,
4. Act on Inspection of Explosive Substances, Weapons and Ammunition, as Amended (last Amendment 2003, sg 71/12),23
5. Decree to Implement the Act on Inspection of Explosive Substances, Weapons and Ammunition, as Amended (last amendment from 2004, sg. 12/13),
6. Decree No. 1-121 on the Requirements to Ensure Security in
Transporting Valuables as of 24 June 2004, sg 63/2004),
7. Other Norms (Commercial Law, Labour Code etc).
The institution responsible for creating the regulatory framework
defining the rules and conditions for private security business in Bulgaria is the Ministry for Public Order and Security24 and the National
Police Service and its local police units. This is significant since it produces the clear jurisdiction of public services over private. As a result,
Bulgaria’s national authorities have done much to clearly regulate the
area of private security. Consider, for instance, the following regulated
areas related to the business in private security: 1. protection of people
(physical security), 2. protection of the property of natural and legal
persons, 3. event management services, 4. guarding and transport of
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cash and other valuables, 5. Technical aspects of ensuring security (distribution and management of security systems).
Yet, just because a particular entity is interested in entering the private security market and has the capital to do so, does not entitle it to
do so. Instead there are a series of requirements – typical of any business sector – the diﬀer in relation to whether an individual or corporate body is seeking access. For instance, corporate bodies must first be
registered in national Commercial Register and retain a valid licence
for running a business in private security (issued for an indefinite period). In contrast, for natural persons trying to enter the market in Bulgaria must be: at least 18 years of age, a citizen of an eu member, retain
permanent residence in Bulgaria, have completed at least elementary
education (secondary education in case of management members),
gleaned a satisfactory result in the compulsory psychological examination and keep no criminal records, re: no criminal prosecution is
currently pursued against the person for intentional crime.
Other “special requirements” including the wearing of uniforms and
carrying of adequate identification cards are compulsory. With its design, colour or accessories, however, the apparel must not resemble
the uniforms that are used by state security forces. Identification cards
that are worn on duty show affiliation to the particular agency.
Considering the use of firearms, private security employees are allowed to carry these (though not automatic weapons) and, in practice,
it is very common that they are armed. Having a gun licence (which
is issued to individuals) is compulsory. The relevant security agency
must report to the local police station the number of its employees
who carry a firearm. It is estimated that among the 130000 people
working in the private security sector (see below) are around 90000
registered firearm holders. The tactical use of dogs, and, for example
horses, by private security companies is strictly forbidden.
Even though the sector is highly regulated, private security staﬀ in
Bulgaria are entitled to the following powers:
1. To carry out body searches and the power to seize property that is
carried away without authorisation,
2. The power to detain a person inside a guarded area or facility if
such a person has committed a crime within that area, or if the
person’s conduct threatens the life, health or property of people
who are present in the area or it causes damage to the property
found in that area,
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3. The power to detain a person whose conduct threatens the life,
health or property of a guarded physical person. Any such detained person must be immediately referred to the law enforcement authorities.
A widespread phenomenon in Bulgaria is the involvement of private
security companies in providing services to the public sector authorities (including the guarding of central public administration bodies,
embassies, military facilities and border crossings). Critics of this condition say that private agencies are awarded contracts for guarding
public facilities without being required to sufficiently train their staﬀ.
Also, that employees of these agencies do not enjoy the status of a public official and if attacked, the attack will be penalised as if aimed at
any other citizen (“ordinary person”), regardless of how important the
building or area guarded by this employee is, remains problematic.
Private security workers in Bulgaria are required to undergo a minimum and initial (immediately after the employee starts working with
the agency) training of 40 hours (6 days). Other specialised training –
probably also compulsory – is attended by security staﬀ according to
the type of activity performed or the risk expected with that activity
(a minimum of 18 to 20 hours every year). During the first month of
employment the newly recruited worker is under the “patronage” of
a senior and a more experienced colleague (mentor). The rules for the
compulsory pilot training are set by the Ministry for Public Order and
Security and are approved by the Police Force management. Private
security agencies may also provide training via its own resources or via
external trainers. After completion of the training the security worker
receives a certificate of professional qualification.
The number of companies in the market reported in 2010 by Confederation of European Security Services (Coess)25 was 1131 (more or
less steady figures for the last couple of years – 2004: 1159 companies,
2007: 1112 companies; 2008: 1029 companies). From the total number,
around 50 companies provide (as part of their regular activities) event
management services (maintaining public order during events involving a larger number of people) and around 400 companies provide
services of a “technical nature” (which mainly includes distribution,
maintenance and operation of camera and alarm systems). The vast
majority of them are companies with no international background.
More frequent are small firms with less than 200 or less than 100 employees. The largest companies employ no more than 3000 people.
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The confirmed turnover in the sector amounts to around 550 million
levs (2 levs = 1 euro) in 2007.26
As for the number of people working in the sector, there are two
views on this issue: according to one there are around 56500 people27
in Bulgaria who work in private security (based on Coess, this was
56486 people in December 2010, 58700 people in 2007 – of which 2100
were management members, and 42733 people in 2004). According to
the second view, however, we should speak of more than 130000 people because another 70000 (est) employees work as “in-house guards”
in many enterprises. This would mean that an incredible 9% of the
country’s male population (of working age) is employed in the nonstate security sector. The annual fluctuation rate in the sector ranges
from 40% to 70% and the “average” sector worker is a male of around
40 years of age or a woman of around 30 years of age. However, women
only represent 2% (est) of the staﬀ employed by agencies. Most employees of these agencies have secondary education (including the apprenticeship schools). As for the equal opportunities principle, this aspect
is covered by the Act on Protection against Discrimination from 2004.
As far as salaries are concerned, the average wage in the sector
(guards) reported at the end of 2008 ranged between 320 to 350 levs per
month. However, there may be gaping diﬀerences between individuals.
While some guards (at least officially) earn only the minimum wage
(220 levs per month, or 1.4 levs per hour), others earn 600 levs monthly.
Employees involved in transporting valuables or installation of security systems can earn up to 800 levs. The maximum working hours in
2008 were set to be the maximum of 12 hours a day, which is no more
than 48 hours a week (alternation of the “short” and “long” weeks –
which is 40 and 56 hours respectively – is acceptable when working on
shifts), 192 hours a month or 2 304 hours a year. The minimum annual
leave is probably not determined. Overnight work or work over weekends and public holidays should not exceed 35 hours a week.
While not central to the main arguments of this work, these figures
assist in providing the overall situation facing security services in Bulgaria and provide insights – naturally – into some of the embedded
problems. While these are comprehensively dealt with in the subsequent sections, it is prudent to first trace the full spectrum of private
security in the country.
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Private Security Services in Bulgaria: Milestones
The development of Bulgaria’s private security sector was part reactive and part proactive and very dramatic28 in the period 1990 until
2006 several factors contributed to it.29 The most important are listed
as: First, the inability of state institutions to build and reinforce the
rule of law and set clear borders for business as well as to ensure an
acceptable and the highest possible level of safety to the public. Second, many Bulgarian people lacked trust in the impartiality, or at least
eﬀective functioning of the judiciary (especially with regard slow and
often biased courts) which only added to the public demand for security-related diﬀusions of power. Third, there was considerable pressure stemming from unemployed security professionals – during the
reported period between 1988 and 2001, for example, the Bulgarian
army was reduced from between 104000 and 150000 members to
about 40000 – coupled with the dissolution and major transformation
of the intelligence sector (by estimate, 30000 members of the regime’s
intelligence platforms – mainly the State Security – were also made
redundant). Fourth, at the same time the role of the “grey economy”
cannot be ignored. It is estimated that during some periods over the
past 20 years the grey economy represented nearly 40% of Bulgaria’s
total gdp. For those conducting business on the edge of the law tend
not to use police and other national authorities to resolve disputes and
seek protection but are more likely try to engage in (partnership with?)
private security services.
With this in mind, there are four main stages of Bulgaria’s private
security sector from 1990 until our own times.
Period 1, 1990-1994: At this point, in principle private enterprise was
entering a totally unregulated environment and private security fell
into the domain of criminal and semi-criminal groups that engaged
more in racketeering than in ensuring safety.30 At this time, companies
such as Daga Security, ipon-1, sot 161, Scorpio, Atlas, and Pireli were
established—they still exist today. Companies such as vis-1, Club 777,
tim and Apolo Balkan were blamed for using drastic methods of violence and intimidation to appease their paymasters.31
Period 2, 1994-1998: At this point, the first signs of an emerging
legislative framework to regulate private security in Bulgaria (license
introduction) emerged.32 Some agencies (that would have hardly met
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the conditions for obtaining a licence – mainly because most of their
management had criminal records and found it undesirable to register via a “straw man” – came to the conclusion that, to achieve their
goals, they would do better if they transformed into “consultancies”
or “insurance” companies. This should not be taken to mean that they
would surrender their methods of pressuring would-be customers
to purchase their services—methods nothing short of blackmail and
racketeering. For example, the security agency vis-1 transformed into
an “insurance company” vis-2 (later operating under the names Planeta and Jupiter), the agency Club 777 turned into company Sila (“Force”).
At this time, stickers with logos of a particular agency or insurance
company became widely used. Buildings with labels on them (not only
of companies, but also houses, apartments, cars, and bus stations of
private carriers) that were guarded or “insured”33 by a specific agency
were sometimes perceived as the “zones of influence“ of that particular
agency (or the criminal or pressure group directly associated with it).
Period 3, 1998-2000: This is the phase of “setting up holdings.” The
market was dominated by a group of corporate bodies (controlled by
similar or identical physical persons) that were engaged in a wider
spectrum of activities, from more or less legal ones (providing “protection,” facility management services, cleaning or catering services,
transportation, insurance services, etc) through to controversial activities or business on the edge of the law.34 It is typical of this stage for
the private security market in Bulgaria to be saturated (or even oversaturated) and, in fact, divided. Many agencies at this point sought
ways to diversify their portfolios, which meant expanding outside this
sector. Reportedly it was common to – either directly or via subsidiaries – control some of the profitable firms to which they originally
provided the guarding services. Instead of acting as a protector, paradoxically, such security agencies became a threat for the guarded company. Some security agencies were financially so strong that they buy
up the shares of individual businesses and through supervisory boards
(forcing out other shareholders by fair means or foul) they gain control over companies with which they have not been in any business
relationship before. It was at this time that the country began (with
Romania) seeking to join the eu and nato, which became the driving
force for a number of changes. For instance, At the beginning of 1999,
law courts began handing out a lot more sentences (deciding also the
cases connected with the unfair practices of private security agencies).
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Abusing the model of “insurance firms” was made complicated by the
Insurance Act of 16 July 1998 (which required all firms in this area to
re-register and which contributed to the dissolution of the most dubious firms as well as to certain consolidation in this area). Directly applicable to private security agencies were the Decrees of February 1999
(No. 39) and June 2000 (No. 79) regulating the conditions for running
a business in private security, which imposed stricter rules for setting
up and operating these types of agencies.
Phase 4, post-2001: This, the supposed consolidation of the situation35 was assisted greatly by the slow arrival of multinational groups
(Securitas and others). People’s confidence in at least some security agencies increased. Pessimists however, think that the consolidation of the environment was caused by tightened relations between
semi-criminal groups and public officials. Corruption, rather than violence, seems to better suit the purpose of achieving goals. It is no longer
necessary to laboriously blackmail hundreds of businessmen; manipulated government contracts bring higher and safer benefits (guarding
the power stations, barracks, sea ports, border crossings, etc). It is also
prudent to mention the ephemeral eﬀorts of some private firms to win
contracts for maintaining order at football stadiums (which is normally the responsibility of police forces that are apparently paid for their
presence by event promoters). Company sot 161, which tried to get
a contract in May 2006 by dumping prices, was a complete failure.
Its employees were unable to mitigate an incident that had burst
out among hundreds of fans and eventually the police still had to be
called.36 As far as the key legislation currently applicable (the Act on
Private Business in the Area of Guarding Services from 2004) is concerned, it introduced – among other things – the following changes:37
1. Employees of the agencies must go through at least a basic six-day
training programme,
2. Licences that are issued to agencies are not limited in time (the
arguments used at this point are that while in the past licences
were issued for 3 years and police officers had time for nothing
else but constantly handling the bureaucratic issues connected
with repeated licence renewals, today they reportedly have more
time for more consistent inspections on the spot),
3. It expressly says that private security agencies must not use automatic guns throughout their performance,
4. Supervision and sanctions are now purely the responsibility of the
189
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police or the Ministry for Public Order and Security (municipalities and the Parliament or other central government bodies no
longer play a role in this – as compared to the past).
An interesting comparison can be drawn from two unicri researches38 that were carried out in Bulgaria (with special focus on Sofia agglomeration) between 2000 and 2005.39
That same research in 2005 identified the reasons why companies
hire private security agencies for their safety:
Despite the clear steps taken towards regulating the private security
market, several negative dimensions can be seen in the case of Bulgaria.

A Critical View of Private Security in Bulgaria
The key weaknesses in the sector of private security in Bulgaria can
be described as intersection of several negative factors. First, the sector originated spontaneously, without previous examples of proper
regulation (best practices from countries abroad with longer and less
interrupted democratic tradition). Second, as gathered, the sector is
extremely oversaturated. As a rule there is also, thirdly, a low level of
social assurances for employees of private security agencies, as well
as fourth, the absence of clear rules for occupational health and safety. Fifth, the situation is even more complicated because of the “grey
economy” in Bulgaria. A company that runs a business without a licence, fails to comply with the occupational health and safety regulations, fails to pay taxes and social insurance for its staﬀ (etc) is unlikely to contact the state police in case of any troubles, but will rather
choose a private security agency, no matter how dubious. Sixth, regulation requires inspections, but there is often no money to compensate
overtime work of supervisors (often local police officers). This – among
other things – opens up space for corruption. Seventh, many agencies
are at the same time controlled by former police officers who make use
of their above standard (and mutually beneficial) relations with colleagues still in service, which can lead to many conflicts of interests.
What is also striking are the links of many top government and local
officials as well as political representatives to specific agencies (political-police-judicial-security brotherhoods). Agencies with politicians in
their back-pockets are reportedly exerting pressure on public officials
to make them stop hindering contracts that are not advantageous for
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the state or they try to stop police officers from investigating particular cases that might damage their benefactors or patrons. For example,
the former Deputy Minister of the Interior Kamen Penkov, owner of
the company Scorpio and a man associated with the Socialist Party,
reportedly helped gain lucrative contracts for his company in June
2006 to provide services for the National Customs Agency. Parliament
Member Ivan Palćev (board member in Khan Krum agency, today
Security bg) allegedly stood behind the awarding of the contract for
guarding the nuclear power station in Kozlodui.40
It is clear that the private sector in security needs improvement. The
following section provides a few recommendations to that end.

Recommendations for Improving the Private Security
Sector in Bulgaria
The most often noted recommendations to improve the situation in
Bulgaria are:
1. Ensure adequate funding for supervision over private security
agencies: One possible approach is to finance the licensing from
collected fines or through introducing other administrative penalties. Another option would be to broaden the spectrum of institutions assigned to supervise agencies. Ideally, the private firms
themselves would voluntarily contribute to the financing of such
supervision.
2. Reinforce a greater role of local/community councils as a supplementary platform to assist the police decision making (concerning both licence issuing and the monitoring).
3. Ensure stricter regulation of security services that are operated by
companies with their own resources (in-house security). Bearing
in mind that the number of these employees in Bulgaria is higher
than the number of licensed personnel of security agencies, it is
necessary that these in-house security workers are subject to the
same regulation (in terms of the training, powers, etc.). The same
is true for a stricter regulation of persons with a criminal history
(restrict the possibilities for these people to work in private security agencies). Together with this are proposals suggesting that
stricter penal sanctions are applied if a crime is committed by a
person employed in a private security agency. It is also necessary
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to enable the public to complain about the behaviour of people
employed by private security agencies (for example, via local town
councils).
4. Increase the responsibility of private agencies for the behaviour of
their staﬀ.41 This compliments eﬀorts to suppress the practice of
using their own firearms by the employees of agencies.
5. Increase the criteria for the companies guarding state facilities. In
performing the tasks connected with guarding the state’s critical
infrastructure facilities (ports, power stations, military facilities),
employees from the potential agencies hired for this job are not
required to go through any specialised training, nor is there a
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Proportion of firms addressed with a request
for protection

2000

Proportion
of reported
racketeering
cases

7,3 %

2005

7,9 %

1,3 %

22,0 %

Main reasons for not reporting racketeering

Fears of revenge from blackmailers
(63.3%)

The police won’t solve the problem
anyway (31%); this problem does not
fall within the police responsibilities
(sic, also 31%); fears of revenge from
blackmailers (“only” 21%)

higher responsibility of the agency for possible faults (and if there
is, then at a price exceeding the costs for hiring specialised police
or military staﬀ).
Fear of crime

66%

Police fails to ensure
security at sufficient
level
14%
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Other firms in my
field have hired one
23%

To protect our firm
against its competitors
6%

It wasn’t necessary
but the service is
cheap and available
17%

Our firm was forced
to do so by the
agency
6%

Our firm has become
a victim of crime
17%

Other reasons

3%

6. Adopt measures to prevent conflicts of interest to be used as a
special anti-corruption tool (cases in which a person in public office awards a contract to a company affiliated with or even owned
by that person).
While these only touch on some of the things that could be undertaken to provide a greater level of regulation, and with it real security,
for Bulgaria, its citizens and the wider European community. These
are certainly not enough to change – overnight – the practises that
have plagued Bulgaria since the end of the Cold War, but they will help
in ensuring that Bulgaria finds its legitimate place in the eu, not only
as a member (which it became in 2007), but as a responsible member.
This is why it is important to understand the full impact of individual
transformations within Bulgaria. The following section illustrates the
main points of this article via a biography of Boyko Borisov.

Boyko Borisov: A Biography
Borisov was born (1959) in the town of Bankya which is now part of
Sofia.42 His family was seen as being ‘ideologically unreliable’ and, as
a result, his dream of becoming a Police Academy student was dashed.
He had content himself with the University of Fire Prevention where
he later lectured. He proved himself and therefore was accepted as a
member of the Communist Party. In the 1980’s he took part in pressure operations against the country’s Turkish minority.43 He was also
engaged in wrestling, achieved a black belt in karate, and became the
national trainer, and an international referee. The combination of experience from sport and the security forces eventually led Borisov to
start his own business. In 1991 he founded a security company ipon-1
which specialised in vip bodyguarding services.44 Apart from that he
ran a company Budoinvest that was engaged in international trade and
martial arts training. At this time, Borisov allegedly acted as a collector
of ransom money and was nicknamed “Mutra” (in loose translation a
“Mug” or “Visage”).
In 1997, Borisov’s mistress – Cvetelina Borislavova – fell victim to a
car bomb attack. She survived, but was seriously injured. Today, Borislavova works in the management of cibank, which, arguably, played
a role in siphoning profits out of Icelandic banks (which for some time
operated on the principle of the pyramid fraud scheme but later went
bankrupt). Borislavova’s business partner was Iceland’s first billion193
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aire, Björgólfur Thor Björgólfsson, who between 2002 and 2008 held
the decisive share pack of Landsbanki and Straumur banks (until they
faced bankruptcy).45
During the 1990’s, Borisov worked as a bodyguard for the last Secretary General of the Central Committee of the Bulgarian Communist Party, Todor Zhivkov, and for the former Tzar Simeon ii. When
Tzar Simeon ii won the parliamentary elections in 2001, following
a campaign full of unrealistic promises, he appointed Borisov State
Secretary at the Ministry for Internal Aﬀairs where he was responsible, among other things, for commanding the police force. Borisov was
then promoted several times until he achieved the rank of General.
In 2005, he stood as a candidate in parliamentary elections for the
Party of Simeon ii (Narodno dviženije Simeon Vtory, ndsv). He was
elected in two districts (Blagoevgrad and Plovdiv). However, he did not
accept the mandate and continued to work within the Ministry. Shortly thereafter, he broke away from the former Minister and left public service. In that same year, mayoral elections were held in Sofia in
which Borisov won as an independent candidate. He gained political
merits through his vigorous fight against corruption, theatrically dismissing from public functions anyone under even the slightest suspicion.46 Then, in 2006, Borisov founded a political party called Citizens
for European Development of Bulgaria (its abbreviation in Bulgarian is
gerb, which means a “shield” or “coat of arms”). Formally Borisov does
not lead the party; however his face brings success to it. Although the
Party defines itself as centre-right-liberal, these notions are only empty
words (not only) in the Balkans. Voters are more likely to respond to
familiar faces or to catchy political slogans. In the case of the gerb
Party, this was mainly Borisov’s face and his platitudes about fighting
corruption and “mafia practices.”
In 2007, Borisov was confronted with the us Congress report (us
Congressional Quarterly, Homeland Security). The report says, among
other things, that at least between the years 2001 and 2005 during in
which Borisov acted as the State Secretary of the Minister of the Interior, he was connected to influential mafia members (for example,
Rumen “Pasha“ Nikolov and Mladen “Madžo” Mihalev). His name was
also put in connection with several dozens of unresolved assassinations. In spring 2009, the “cocaine king” Sreten Jociš, nicknamed Joca
Amsterodam, testified against Borisov in Belgrade. He said that, at the
turn of the century when he had been living in Bulgaria, Borisov and
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Nikolaj Gigov, owner of the Locomotive football club and an arms
dealer, were his closest associates.
Borisov, dismissed such attacks and explained that they were merely
the ‘revenge of his political enemies,’ and voters responded positively.
In June 2009, gerb won 5 out of 17 seats in the European Parliament
to represent Bulgaria and a month later the Party – under the flag
of the ‘resolute fight against mafia and corruption’ – dominated the
one-chamber Parliament and won 116 out of 240 seats.47 This resulted
in a single-colour Government, in which gerb is supported from outside by the centre-right “Blue Coalition” and the individual members
from other parties.
A turn in Borisov’s career came with the public protest against high
energy prices and against perspective of limiting subsidies for agriculture which culminated in February 2013. Borisov initially pledged
‘tough methods against foreign energy companies’ (including Czech
energy plants), but then he reassessed the situation and gave space for
early elections. Those were won in May 2013 again by gerb, but the
government was set up with coalition of socialists and Movement for
Rights and Freedoms (defending among other interests of Muslims),
which governs until this day.

Conclusion
To summarise the situation in Bulgaria, vis-à-vis the budding private
security sector, it is a country whose socio-economic indicators are
the least encouraging in the eu and this is partially connected to the
oversised security community. Even though there has been a general
downsizing of the public security sector, many of those made redundant found employment in private security firms. At the same time,
it should be noted that the legiaslative-organisational framework for
the functioning of the sector formally meets international standards.
In practice however, many firms operate as legislatively uncontrolled
linked to various influential clandestine groups. Similar to in the Czech
Rupbilic, in Bulgaria at least one of the well-known eneterpreneurs, in
the framework of this sector, has made an eﬀort to setp into higher
political ranks. Borisov, in the leadership position of a populist forum
was able to win the seat of Mayor of Sofia and then Prime Minister,
which he occupied from July 2009 until March 2013. Despite many
criticisms of his unclear political as well as criminal past he holds high
195

Private
Security in
Europe

cejiss
3/2014

level of popularity and continues his career. It is not only in Bulgaria where the civil society is more interested in the cover rather than
the content of political programme of political parties. However, for
the research work conducted here, it is a pressing European issue that
Bulgaria adopt the recommendations proposed above since it is not
only an important part of the eu’s external border-zone and set to join
the Schengen system but it is also an integral part of the Black Sea
area. Hence, leaving the regulation of the flow of goods, people and
ideas from conflict-ridden Ukraine, Russia and Turkey in the hands of
private Bulgarian security firms may have negative short, medium and
long-term consequences.
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