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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the research paper is to analyze the development of propaganda
structures within the Soviet state security services during Gorbachev’s perestroika, identifying
key socio-political factors and KGB policy decisions that shaped these efforts. It examines
changes in the structure and status of media offices at the union, republican, and regional
levels and outlines the functions of the Committee for State Security’s information
departments from 1985 to 1991.

The scientific novelty of the article stems from its focus on the organizational evolution,
functions, and status of these units during the final crisis of the Soviet totalitarian system.

Conclusion. Gorbachev’s perestroika compelled Soviet state security agencies to reassess
their approach to public messaging. The Kremlin’s attempt to project a more humane version
of socialism drove the KGB to incorporate certain elements of glasnost and democratization,
despite the institution’s inherently secretive nature.

In keeping with broader political trends, the USSR KGB made deliberate efforts to present
itself to the public as a legitimate, modern, and progressive institution. Regional state security
bodies followed the lead of the central apparatus. As the arsenal of Chekist propaganda tools
expanded, however, weaknesses in the operations of units responsible for shaping public
opinion became increasingly visible - particularly the mismatch between the existing
organizational and staffing models of the ‘PR’ units and the evolving demands of the time. This
highlighted the need not only to revise the content and form of information dissemination but
also to restructure the Committee’s media outreach system.

Over the six years of perestroika, the institutional evolution in this field transitioned from
being the sole ‘PR’ unit within the Soviet security apparatus - specifically, the KGB Press
Bureau at the union level - to a three-tiered propaganda network spanning union, republican,
and regional levels. These reforms also elevated the status of press groups. In the mid-1980s,
local information-related efforts were carried out by ad hoc working groups composed of
officers from various KGB departments, who performed these tasks alongside their core
responsibilities. By the late 1980s and early 1990s, full-time press divisions had been formally
established, though their effectiveness remained still remained constrained by systemic
limitations.

Gradually, the scope and effectiveness of public-facing campaigns became an important
criterion for assessing the overall performance of state security units. Notably, the Committee
for State Security of the Ukrainian SSR was among the territorial divisions of the USSR KGB
with the highest level of engagement in ‘PR’ endeavors.

Keywords: perestroika (restructuring), glasnost (openness), Soviet state security agencies,
public communication, KGB press structures, Chekist ‘PR’, information and propaganda efforts
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AHOTALIA

Mema cmammi - npoaHaJi3yBaTH OCHOBHiI TeHJeHLil opraniszaniiiHoi po36ys0BU
PaAsSHCBKUMH CHELCayk6aMu 3B’sI3KiB 3 I'POMaICbKICTIO y mepios rop6adoBCbKoi 106W;
BHUOKPEMUTH KJIIOYOBI YAHHUKHU CYCIIJIbHO-NIOJIITUYHOI CATYyalil Ta BiANOBIAHI AUPEKTUBHI
pimenHa kepiBuuutBa K/Ib CPCP, daki pmeTepMmiHyBa/iv Lied mpouec; LOCAIAATA 3MiHH Yy
CTPYKTypi Ta craTyci BifoMuuMX mpecopra”HiB Ha COI3HOMY, peCHyOJiKaHCbKOMY i
perioHasbHOMY DiBHSAX; OKpecauTH OyHKLiI Ta 3aBgaHHA mpecmigpo3ziniB Kowmiterty
JepxkaBHoi 6e3neku y 1985-1991 pp.

Haykoea Ho8U3Ha TIOJIAATAE Y JOCTiKEeHH] eBoJoLii opranizaniiiHol 6y0BY, QYHKIIH,
3aBJaHb i cTaTycy mifgpo3fisiiB 3B’a3kiB 3 rpomazcekicTio y cuctemi K/Ib CPCP B ocTaHHIO
¢dasy cucteMHOI KPU3H PaITHCHKOTO TOTAJMiTAPHOTO PEXKUMY.

BucHoeku. CouianbHo-nosliTU4Hi TpaHcdopmMauii nepioay «rop6adyoBCbKOi NepeOy0BU»
3MyCUJIM DPAJSHCBbKI OpraHU [Jep)XaBHOI 6e3NeKd IMeperyisiHyTU CBOE CTaBJEHHS [0
KOMYHiKalii 3 rpomajcbkicTio. IHinioBanuii y Kpemsi Kypc Ha no6GyZoBy T'yMaHHOIO
coujajisMy CIOPUYMHHUB 3MIiHM Yy Nigxojax [0 KOMYHiKaLilMHOI [JigJIbHOCTI paAAHCBKHX
crencayxo6, Ki Ha MMOKa3 B3sJIMCS 3alIPOBa/PKyBaTH «TJIACHICTD i leMOKpaTHu3alilo» B OAHIN
i3 HalGiIbII 3aKPUTHX JlepKAaBHUX iHCTUTYLiN PagsHcpKoro Coro3y.

Hacnigyroun nosituuHi Ttpengu, Kb CPCP Bcinfiko HamaraBcsl mepeKOHAaTH LIMPOKHUU
3araJ y CcBOIM JieriTumisanii, porpecMBHOCTI Ta BiIKPUTOCTI, IparHyB CTBOPUTH BpaKEHHH
cy4JacHoi Ta BUCOKOe(dEeKTHUBHOI crencayk6u. B yHicoH i3 neHTpoM MiMikpyBasu ¥ opraHu
JlepK6e3neKH Ha MiCIsIX.

[3 HapouleHHSIM apceHaiB 4YeKiCTChbKOI mpomaraHAu NPOSBHJIMCA Bagu y cdepi
dbopMyBaHHSI T'POMaZCHKOI AYMKH BiJNOBiAHMMHU miApo3zainamu coernciay6, 30KpeMma,
HeBiANoBiAHICTb OopraHizaunifHo-ITaTHOI 6Y/JOBY ICHYIOUHX «Iliap-CTPYKTYp» BUMOraM 4acy.
BiaTak nocrtasa norpeba He JHlIe Y Neperysaii TeMaTUKU Ta popM nogadi iHpopmarii, ane i
pecTpyKTypu3ariii BiZoM4YHx 3B’s13KiB 3 'pOMa/ICbKICTIO.

3a wicTh POKIB «HepeOGyAoBU» IHCTUTYyasi3alisl L[bOr0 HAMpsIMy MPOMIIJIA €BOJIOLI0 Bij
€MHOrO B CHCTeMi Jepxkbesrneku «miap-migposainy» - IIpecoropo KB CPCP, no crBopeHHs
TpUpiBHEBOI CTPYKTYpH Bifmomuoi mpomaraHzy, 10 OXONMWUJIA COI3HHUH, pecnyO0JiKaHCbKUH Ta
o6JracHU a6, 3MiHU cTOCyBaKCs U cTaTycy npecrpyi. Y cepeari 1980-x pp. iHdopmariiiiHo-
MPONAaraHAMCTChKOI0 JiSVIbHICTIO HA MICIX, JOAATKOBO [0 OCHOBHHX CIy»KOOBHX OOOB'fI3KiB,
3aliMasIics NpeACcTaBHUKY pidHuX Bigaiaie KB y ckiagi HemrtaTHUX po6oyux rpym. OfHaK yxke
HanpukiHLi 1980-x - moyaTky 1990-x pp. 6y/111 cdopMoBaHi MOBHOLiHHI LITATHI MPeCTiApo3/iay,
CMiBPOGITHUKY SIKHUX MaJIM 4iTKO BU3Ha4YeHi QYHKIT i 060B'I3KH.

[TocTymnoBo MOKa3HUK PiBHA ¥ ePEKTUBHOCTI MOIIYKY Ta 3alpOBa/PKEHHS Mipo3JiJaMu
KoMmiTeTy HOBUX ri1acHUX GOpM poO6OTH NEPETBOPUBCS HA BaXK/IMBUHM KPUTEPIN OLIHKY CTaHY
BCiel omepaTHBHO-CIYK60Boi AisbHOCTI. [Ipy npoMy OJHHM i3 HaMbi/NbIl BIpPaBHUX Y
BijoM4yoMy «miapi» cepegn TepuTopiaabHux ynpasiainb KJ/IB CPCP Busasubca Kowmirter
nepx6e3neku YKpaiHcbkoi PCP.

Kamou4osi caoea: «rop6adoBcbKa nepebyZoBa», 3B’I3KM 3 T'POMA/ICBKICTIO, Ipecrpymna,
niap, nponaranja, Kb YPCP
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INTRODUCTION

Since the Act of Independence in August 1991, Ukraine has been a consistent
target of Russian disinformation and image-building operations. This belligerent
rhetoric intensified significantly in the early 2000s with the election of Vladimir Putin
- a former KGB officer - as President of the Russian Federation. Putin’s professional
formation and worldview were profoundly shaped by the Soviet state security
apparatus, particularly during the era dominated by Yuri Andropov, who rose from
KGB Chairman to General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. This period laid
the groundwork for systematic informational support of counterintelligence, marked
by the suppression of free speech and persecution of dissidents.

Building on this legacy, the information and propaganda efforts of the Soviet
special services reached their apex during the final years of perestroika, under the
leadership of Andropov’s protégé, Vladimir Kryuchkov, as Chairman of the KGB. This
era saw the further institutionalization and increasing coordination of the
Committee’s press-related structures, the expansion of a network of press groups as
key agents of Chekist ‘PR, and the adaptation of these efforts to a rapidly evolving
socio-political landscape.

Significantly, Kryuchkov - the penultimate head of the USSR KGB and chief
architect of the failed 1991 coup d’état - later served as a personal adviser to Putin
during his tenure as Director of the Federal Security Service (FSB) in 1998-1999. In
late 1999, Putin further cemented this ideological lineage by launching an official
campaign to ‘rehabilitate’ the image of the Lubyanka, notably beginning with the
commemoration of former KGB Chairman Andropov.

Given Putin’s well-documented nostalgia for the Soviet era - first as FSB Director
and subsequently as President - it is unsurprising that, in its war against Ukraine, the
Russian security services continue to draw on the institutional legacy of the USSR.
Studying the formation and functioning of KGB media structures during Gorbachev’s
perestroika therefore provides valuable insight into the mechanisms by which hostile
information campaigns are orchestrated to shape public perception. Such analysis is
crucial for understanding - and countering - the Kremlin’s current propaganda
strategies.

Therefore, this article examines the transformation of the organizational and
staffing structure, functions, and status of press bodies within the USSR KGB between
1985 and 1991. It also identifies the major socio-political trends and administrative
decisions that contributed to the institutionalization of the Committee’s public
communication framework during this period.

The purpose of the research paper is to analyze the development of propaganda
structures within the Soviet state security services during Gorbachev’s perestroika,
identifying key socio-political factors and KGB policy decisions that shaped these
efforts. It examines changes in the structure and status of media offices at the union,
republican, and regional levels and outlines the functions of the Committee for State
Security’s information departments from 1985 to 1991.

11In this article, Chekist ‘PR’ (and related terms like ‘PR’ units, ‘PR’ activities, ‘PR’ specialists etc.) refers to
the informational and propagandistic efforts of the Soviet state security apparatus, which, while
outwardly resembling public relations, fundamentally aimed at manipulating public opinion rather than
fostering genuine two-way communication. - Auth.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

While changes in the rhetoric of the KGB leadership within the USSR Council of
Ministers and the broader publicity strategies of the Soviet special services during
Gorbachev’s perestroika have garnered some scholarly attention?, the structural
transformations in their information practices and propaganda infrastructure in the
late 1980s remain largely underexplored.

The establishment of the Center for Public Relations (hereinafter CPR) of the USSR
KGB in 1990 did not go unnoticed in the public sphere. Both Russian and Western
observers described their experiences interacting with the Committee’s press
representatives, which included providing comments and interviews with state
security officials, preparing press publications, producing television and radio
programs, and participating in public events organized by the Committee3.

However, despite its declared commitment to openness and democratic
transformation, the reactionary character of the Soviet special services remained
apparent. Michael Waller, an American expert on international security and strategic
communications, observed that from its inception, the Center for Public Relations
engaged in disinformation operations. For instance, at its official launch, Major General
Aleksandr Karbainov, the head of the new press service, asserted that “the KGB had not
persecuted dissidents, had not used punitive psychiatry, and had not been involved in
political assassinations abroad”. David Satter, an American journalist and former
Financial Times correspondent in Moscow, similarly pointed to the special services’
efforts to whitewash their record through populist rhetoric.5 Another international
journalist, Jeffrey Trimble, noted that despite some signs of modernization, the KGB’s
press center remained quite archaic in its approach to media engagement and
demonstrated an amateurish understanding of PR. “Some of the Center’s self-
promotion efforts were downright silly,” he recalled. For example, the Committee’s first
beauty contest, held in October 1990, elicited, according to the journalist, “a mixture of
derision and revulsion”, as it took place amid revelations of past crimes committed by
the Soviet security servicess. Western sovietologists also briefly mentioned the
establishment of a press center within the KGB, based on open sources’.

Beyond external observations, this area of activity is also reflected in the memoirs
of several former security officials. For example, Vadim Bakatin, the last head of the

2 Jlicosa B. KomyHikanjiiiHa cTpaTeris pafsHCBbKUX CHeELCayX0 4YaciB «rop6avyoBCbKOi MepedysoBU»
1985-1991 pp. B icTOpUYHUX Ta MIKIUCHUITIHAPHUX AOCTiLKeHHAX. Haykosi 3anucku HayioHaibHoz20
yHigepcumemy «Ocmpo3vka akademisi». Cepisi «IcmopuuHi Hayku». 2025. Ne36. C.108-119. DOI:
http://doi.org/10.25264/2409-6806-2025-36-108-119

3 Anvbay E. MuHa 3amejieHHoro feictBus. [lomutnyeckuit noptpet KI'6 CCCP. MockBa, 1992. 416 c.;
Pemnuk /]. Moruna JlenuHa. [locneiHue fHY coBeTCKOM uMnepuu. MockBa, 2017. 624 c.; Maeuun JI. KTB.
[IpencenaTenu opraHoB roc6e3omnacHocTy. PaccekpeuenHsle cyap6bl. MockBa, 2002. 861 c.; Maeyun JI.
KomuteT-1991. Hepacckasannas ucrtopus KI'b Poccun. MockBa, 2017. 383 c.

4 Waller M.J. Secret empire: the KGB in Russia today. Colorado, 1994. 372 p.

5 Cammep /]. lo6a 6e3yMmcTBa. 3aHenas i KiHenb PagsgHcbkoro Coro3y. Kuis, 2017. 528 c.

6 Trimble J. Spreading the World: The KGB’s Image-Building Under Gorbachev. Discussion Paper D-24.
1997. February. P. 10. URL: https://shorensteincenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/d24 trimble.pdf

7 3ndpr K., I'opduesckuii 0. KI'b - pasBezpiBaTesbHble onepauuu ot JleHuHa o 'opbayeBa. Mocksa,
2000. 666 c.; Popplewell R. Themes in the rhetoric of KGB chairmen from Andropov to Kryuchkov.
Intelligence and National Security. 1991. Vol. 6, Issue 3. P. 513-547; Knight A. Spies without Cloaks. The
KGB’s Successors. Princeton, 1996. 328 p.
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USSR KGB, remarked on the public’s limited awareness of the special services’ works.
The former head of the First Main Directorate of the KGB, Lieutenant General Leonid
Shebarshin, offered a low opinion of the Committee’s press bureau, stating that it was
ineffective and that “journalists ran away from it”9. KGB Major General Oleg Kalugin,
who had fallen out of favor with the regime, also spoke in predictably critical and
mocking terms about the ‘achievements’ of the media office!0. At the same time, Army
General Vladimir Kryuchkov, the controversial head of the Soviet security services,
noted in his memoirs that the establishment of the CPR was among the most
significant innovations in the agency’s operations under his leadership?t.

Interest in the KGB’s information policy resurged in the late 1990s and early 2000s,
alongside the revival of the state security cult and a boom in historical journalism in
Russia. In 2000, the first dedicated study of Chekist ‘PR’ during perestroika was
published - ‘The Secret Becomes Public: The FSB Central Information Center is
Authorized to Declare’. The book, a collection of memoirs by former employees of the
Press Bureau and the Center for Public Relations, contains information on the history,
structure, tasks, and functions of information divisions in the state security system, as
well as on the challenges faced by the agency’s public affairs personnel in the context of
glasnost and the democratization of public life between 1985 and 1991. It also features
official documents concerning the creation and reorganization of press infrastructure
within the KGB’s central apparatus, along with public statements issued by state
security agencies, enhancing the publication’s informational value!2.

Other noteworthy works include a book by former CPR officer Volodymyr Popov,
which details the inner workings of Chekist ‘PR’, including its structure, leadership,
and internal dynamics!3. Likewise, memoirs by senior officials such as Nikolai
Golushko and Valentin Sidak, along with publications by rank-and-file employees like
Evgeniy Strigin and Oleg Khlobustov!4, provide valuable insights into the agency’s
strategic messaging and operational tools.

Among foreign scholars, the work of Julie Fedor, a historian and associate
professor at the University of Melbourne, deserves special mention. In her book
‘Russia and the Cult of State Security: The Chekist Tradition from Lenin to Putin’, she
offers a historical overview of the development of KGB public communications from
Andropov’s tenure to Putin’s Russia. The study examines the origins and evolution of
Chekist ‘PR’, its distinctive features, and the continuity of transparency strategies
between the Soviet and post-Soviet security services?5.

8 bakamuH B. U36aBsienue ot KI'B. Mocksa, 1992. 272 c.

9 llle6apwiun JI. llocnenuuii 6o KT'B. Mocksa, 2013. 256 c.

10 Kasnyeun O. Bup c Jly6siuku. Mocksa, 1990. 112 c.

11 Kpioukos B. JluuHoe geio. Tpu fHA U Bcs )U3Hb. MockBa, 2019. 576 c.

12 TaitHoe ctaHOBUTCS ABHBIM. [I0C ®CB ynosiHoMo4eH 3asgBUTh. MockBa, 2000. 368 c.

13 [lonos B. 3anvcku KojuiIHbOro miAnoskoBHUKa K/bB: «JliTepaTypHa rpyma» 5-ro ymnpaBsiHHSA
Kowmirety aepx6e3neku. l'opdoH. 2020. 11 6epesns. URL: https://cutt.ly/7tkBmMWa

14 Cmpueun E. KT'B 65b11, ectb u 6yzet. OT KI'B CCCP no MB P® (1991-1993). MockBa, 2004. 640 c.;
Xno6ycmos 0. KI'bB CCCP 1954-1991 rr. TaiiHbl rubenu Besukod gepxkaBbl. MockBa, 2012. 656 c.;
Xno06ycmos O. TlepeunThbiBasi 3aHOBO: HeHW3BeCcTHBIM AHAponoB. Komanza AnaponoBa. MockBa, 2005.
256 c.; Xno06ycmos 0. T'ocbesonacHocTb Poccum ot Anekcangpal go Ilytuna. MockBa, 2007. 640 c.;
Tonywko H. B cnencnyx6ax Tpex rocyzapctB. MockBa, 2012. 720c; Cudak B. KykyoBoabl
MapHOHEeTKU: BOCIOMUHaHUA noMolHuKa npegcegartessa KI'b Kproukosa. MockBa, 2019. 431 c.

15 @edop [Joc. Tpapuuuum dyekuctoB oT JleHuHa fgo Ilytuna. KysnbT rocysapcTBeHHOH 6e30MacHOCTH.
CaukTt-Iletep6ypr, 2012. 304 c.; Jlicosa B. KomyHikarnjiiHa cTpaTeris paAgsiHCbKUX criencayxo... C. 115.
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The topic of Soviet state security agencies’ self-promotion during perestroika
remains under-researched within domestic historical scholarship. Until recently, the
only study specifically focused on the information and propaganda efforts of the
Committee for State Security of the Ukrainian SSR was Ruslan Zabilyi’s article, ‘PR by
the KGB: How the Special Service Took Up Public Relations’, published in the popular
online project ‘Istorychna Pravda’ (Historical Truth)?e,

Zabilyi’s article analyzes the ‘Review on the Experience of the KGB of the
Ukrainian SSR in Strengthening Public Relations’ (hereinafter the Review), which was
circulated in the summer of 1991 as a model for regional branches and educational
institutions within the state security system. In the Review, Ukrainian Chekists
outlined their public outreach initiatives to establish contacts with deputies at
various levels, opposition figures, journalists, public activists, and research
institutions. The article’s novelty lies in its focus on the republican dimension of the
issue, which had previously received little attention??.

Building on this archival document, the existence of regional communication
departments within the KGB system of the Ukrainian SSR has also been noted by
historian Volodymyr Viatrovych!8, communication studies scholar Olena
Melnykoval9, and political scientist Tetiana Andriychuk2?, Anatolii Sakhno, former
head of the Security Service of Ukraine press center, briefly refers to Chekist ‘PR’ in
Volume 5 of the book series ‘Special Services of Ukraine from Ancient Times to the
Present’, published in 202421,

Despite the appearance of several recent studies that shed light on the
organization, structure, and mechanisms of the Soviet special services’ information
strategy in the years preceding the collapse of the USSR22, the institutionalization of

16 Jlanusexko B. IloniTuuHi npoTecTy i iHakogyMcTBO B YKpaiHi (1960-1990): lokymeHTH i MaTepiaiu.
Kwuis, 2013. C. 612-627.

17 3a6inuii P. Tliap Big KI'B. flk cnienciy»«6a B3siacs 3a «3B’A3KH 3 FPOMaJChbKicTIO». [cmopuyuHa npasda.
2011. 21 gucromama. URL: https://www.istpravda.com.ua/articles/2011/11/21/62598; Jlicosa B.
KomyHnikaniiiHa cTpaTeris paJssHCbKUX criencayx6... C. 114.

18 B’'ampoeuu B. IcTopis 3 rpudom «CekpeTHOo»: apxiBu KI'B po3nosigatoTe. JIbBiB, 2012. C. 221-223.

19 MeavHukosa O. IHpopMaLiiiHi 3aBJaHHS MiZPO3AiaiB i3 rpoMajCcbKUX 3B’A3KIB ¥ yacu nepeby1oBU B
PapsHcbkilt Ykpaiui. IHgpopmayiiine cychinbcmeso. 2014. Ne 20. C. 78-81.

20 Audpitiyyk T. IHCTUTYTU TPOMaZIHCHKOTO CYCNiJIbCTBA B YKpaiHi [0 37,06yTTA He3a/eXKHOCTI. BicHuk
HayioHaabHo2o ~mexHiuHoz20 yHigepcumemy YkpaiHu «Kuiecokuli nosimexuiuHull iHcmumymn».
Iloaimoaoeia. Coyionozia. [lpaso. 2013. Ne 1. C. 7-12.

21 CnenjasnbHi cnyx6u YkpaiHu Bif HalpaBHimMx vaciB i go cboroseHHs: y 5T. Kuis, 2024. T.5:
CranoBieHHs1 Cnyx6u 6e3neku YkpaiHu (1991-1994): pokymeHTu i Martepianu. 464 c.; Jlicosa B.
KomyHnikaniiiHa cTpaTeris passHCbKUX criencayx6... C. 113-114.

22 Jlicosa B. KomyHikanii 3 rpomazgcekictio KIB YPCP B yMmoBax mosiTuku ryacHocTi (1987-1989 pp.).
Haykosi 3anucku HaYKMA. Icmopuuni Hayku. 2021. T. 4. C. 56-64. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18523/2617-
3417.2021.4.56-64; Jlicosa B. 3oBHiuHi BigkpuTi komyHikanii KomiteTy nepx6esneku YPCP y 1989-
1990 pp.: TengeHuii Ta HanpsAMku. 3 apxigie BYYK-TI'TIY-HKB/-KT'B. 2021. Ne 2 (56). C. 130-166. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.15407 /vuchk2021.02.130; Jlicosa B. «HaBejeHHs1 pyM'siH Ha BeJIbMH MOXyXJie
06JIM4Ysl CTapol CTaTiHChbKO-GPeXXHEBCbKOI LIKO/IM» — iHOpMalilHO-NponaraHAUCTChKa Ais/IbHICTD
KJAB YPCP y 1990-1991 poxax. 3 apxieie BYUYK-I'TIY-HKB/-KT'b. 2022. Ne2(58). C.136-176. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.15407 /vuchk2022.02.136; Jlicosa B. CknazioBi komyHikauiiiHoi ctpaTerii Kb YPCP
HanepegogHi cepnHeBoro nytdyy JKHC 1991 poky. Haykosi 3anucku HayioHanbHo20 yHigepcumemy
«Ocmposbka  akademia».  Cepia  «IlcmopuuHi  Hayku».  2024. Ne35. C.43-52. DOl
https://doi.org/10.25264/2409-6806-2024-35-43-52; Jlicoea B. IndopmariiiHo-IponaraHAucTcbKa
JiSIbHICTD pafsAHCBKUX CIIeLCAyX06 B yMoBax ceprnHeBoro nytdy 1991 p. B CPCP. 3 apxisie BYUYK-T'TIY-
HKB/]-KTB. 2023. Ne2 (60). C.310-351. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15407 /vuchk2023.02.310; Jlicosa B.
KomyHikaniiiHa cTpaTeris paJisiHCbKUX CIELCIYXKO...
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public messaging within the KGB system during Gorbachev’s perestroika has yet to
become the subject of a dedicated academic inquiry.

BACKGROUND: CHEKIST ‘PR’ UNDER THE CHAIRMANSHIP OF ANDROPOV

Throughout the Soviet period, state security agencies actively manipulated public
opinion not only to safeguard the integrity of the ruling regime but also to promote -
and at times radically transform - their own professional image. In response to shifts
in the highest echelons of power and in the broader political climate, the Chekists
periodically launched high-profile information campaigns aimed at ‘rebranding’ the
secret service and demonstratively breaking with its ‘mistaken’ past23.

As the rhetoric of the Soviet security services evolved, so too did the
organizational structure of Chekist ‘PR’. This evolution included the establishment
and development of a network of press structures under the Committee, the
expansion of their functions, and the refinement of their objectives. Key
developments in this area occurred during the Brezhnev era (1964-1982), when the
KGB began to broaden its powers. During this period, Andropov was appointed head
of the secret service, and one of Leonid Brezhnev’'s protégés, Semyon Tsvigun,
became his first deputy. These new leaders at Lubyanka undertook efforts to improve
the image of the Soviet security services, resulting in the production of films and
books celebrating Soviet intelligence operatives as national heroes. Simultaneously,
the KGB central office considered the regular dissemination of information to the
public about past and present ‘victories’ of the Chekists. Citing the specific nature of
operational and service tasks, Andropov repeatedly emphasized the exceptional
importance of expanding openness and increasing public awareness of what he
described as the ‘difficult and complex work’ performed by the Chekist agencies2+.

The need to strengthen public engagement was also recognized at the republican
level. Vitaliy Nikitchenko, Chairman of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR from 1954 to 1970,
cited cases in which ‘fictions’ about the state security agencies were circulating in the
public sphere, often amid attempts to suppress information about their ‘heroic activities’
in various historical contexts. According to Nikitchenko, this situation contributed to a
‘groundless distrust’ of state security bodies and their personnel, as well as a reluctance
among citizens to work with or assist them?5. Consequently, beginning in the second half
of the 1960s, the formalization and ideological alignment of the Committee’s media-
related initiatives with regime imperatives became an institutional priority.

At that time, responsibility for external communications was fragmented across
the KGB system, with no centralized body overseeing communication with journalists
or authors addressing issues of national security and the operations of the special
services. According to established practice, publishing houses, editorial offices, and
film studios either mailed their manuscripts to the Committee’s reception office or
submitted them in person. After review by the relevant departments, they received a
decision regarding the advisability of publication.

23 Waller M.J. Secret empire... P.221-222; Jlicoea B. ®opmyBaHHs iMi/pKy paZiiHCbKHX OpraHiB
Jlepk6e3reky mif yac rop6adoBcbkoi mepebyLoBU: Mogeti, 3aco6u, PR-3axoau. [Joceid sacmocysanus
36potiHux cua y ceimosux siliHax i 80eHHUX KoH@saikmax XX-XXIcm.: mendenyii ma 3akoHomipHocmi:
MaTepiasu MKBY3. HayK.-IpaKT. ceMiHapy, M. KuiB 23 TpaBHus 2024 p. Kuis, 2024. Bun. 13. C. 52-57.

24 Xn06ycmos O. [lepeunThbiBasi 3aHOBO... C. 207-247.

25 Sectoral State Archive of the Security Service of Ukraine (SSA SSU). Fund 17. List 1. File 54. P. 93-94.
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Initially, oversight of this area was carried out by a group of consultants under the
Chairman of the KGB of the USSR, established in August 1967. However, due to the
group’s increasing workload, an initiative soon emerged to create a dedicated unit
responsible for manuscript review and establishing contacts and meetings with
media representatives26,

As aresult, on June 2, 1969, the KGB Bureau of Liaison with Publishing Houses and
Other Mass Media (hereinafter, the KGB Press Bureau) was established within this
group of consultants. The new unit operated under the direct supervision of Semyon
Tsvigun, the First Deputy Chairman of the KGB, who also oversaw the infamous Fifth
Directorate, created a few years earlier?’. As scholar Fedor aptly observed, this
arrangement was no coincidence: the objectives and functions of the Press Bureau
closely aligned with those of the Fifth Directorate. Both entities reflected the state’s
strategic response to the rising tide of oppositional sentiment in Soviet society?s.

The Press Bureau was responsible for publishing materials related to the work of
the state security agencies. Its stated goals included increasing citizens’ political
vigilance, reinforcing the agency’s authority in society, and fostering public
intolerance toward facts and phenomena deemed harmful to state security. Particular
emphasis was placed on promoting the ‘positive’ experience of the Soviet special
services and the outcomes of their confrontations with foreign intelligence agencies
and ‘anti-Soviet elements’; exposing the enemy’s subversive actions and ‘acts of
disinformation and slander’ in the media; evaluating the feasibility of publishing
works of fiction, theatrical productions, film scripts, journalistic materials, and radio
or television programs related to the Committee’s mandate; providing
methodological assistance to local state security bodies in organizing information-
focused events; and maintaining communication with the media2°.

The Press Bureau actively involved representatives from counterintelligence,
investigative departments, and the central archive in organizing public events,
preparing publications, and conducting media interviews - endeavors that reflected
the growing importance of image management in the operations of the Soviet security
services3?,

In the years that followed, the scope of communication and propaganda
operations undertaken by the state security agencies expanded steadily. Articles,
books, radio programs, documentaries, and television series about the Soviet special
services appeared with growing frequency in Soviet mass media, portraying the
security services in a favorable light3L.

During this period, the Committee’s ‘PR’ activity became more formally regulated.
On May 3, 1977, the KGB Chairman issued an order titled ‘On Approval of the
Regulations on the Bureau for Liaison of the State Security Committee of the USSR
Council of Ministers with Publishing Houses and Other Mass Media’ (hereinafter, the

26 TalitHoe cTaHOBUTCA ABHBbIM... C.6-7; ®Pedop [ixc. Tpapuuuu yekuctoB... C.185; Cosdamos A.
AHanuTHKa B opraHax roc6e3sonacHocTy. Mccaedosamenwvckull yenmp Agentura.Ru. 2005. 26 oKTAOpS.
URL: https://cutt.ly/RtkBAhSy

27 TailHOe CTAHOBUTCS AIBHBIM... C. 3-4, 8.

28 @edop [oc. Tpaguuy yekucToB... C. 185-187.

29 TaliHOe cTaHOBUTCS ABHBIM... C. 4-5; Jlicoea B. KomyHikanii 3 rpomazcekictio KJIB YPCP... C. 59.

30 TaitHOe CTAHOBUTCSA ABHBIM... C. 26-27, 30.

31 Knight A. The KGB: Police and Politics in the Soviet Union. Boston, 1990. P. 79-113; Xa106ycmos O.
[lepeyunTbiBad 3aHOBO... C. 207-247.
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Regulations). This document defined the main tasks, functions, scope of authority,
and mechanisms for implementing the agency’s public messaging policies.

In general, the Regulations outlined procedures for preparing, approving, and
publishing information in the media. They also provided guidance on organizing
communication activities at both the central and regional levels, as well as on
coordination between the KGB Press Bureau and republican or regional press
structures.

The document stipulated that materials collected during the work of the central
KGB apparatus, as well as its republican and regional branches, could only be used
with the approval of the heads of the KGB’s main and independent directorates,
departments under the USSR Council of Ministers, or the heads and deputy heads of
the State Security Committees of the union and autonomous republics.

Materials concerning socially sensitive subjects - such as Soviet foreign
intelligence operations or the prosecution of traitors and collaborators - were to be
submitted to the Press Bureau for clearance by the relevant units of the Central Office.

The Press Bureau also collaborated with operational units in planning key
initiatives related to the preparation of works on ‘Chekist topics’. Its functions
included reviewing manuscripts and materials from publishers, editorial offices, and
other media outlets; assisting operational units in selecting authors and facilitating
publication; organizing consultations for authors and production staff working on
film and television projects about Soviet security themes; selecting and summarizing
materials for use in ideological programming and lectures; delivering speeches on
‘raising political vigilance’ and participating in thematic meetings with labor
collectives; maintaining records and preparing reports for KGB leadership; offering
methodological assistance to regional branches in covering Chekist topics across local
press, cinema, radio, and television; and transferring works of fiction published
through the Press Bureau to the Central Operational Archive of the Tenth KGB
Department for long-term storage3z.

This period also marked another shift in the KGB’s public image. Amy Knight, a
prominent American scholar of the USSR and Russia, has emphasized that the
Committee’s leadership recognized that reliance on strong-arm tactics was damaging
not only to its own reputation, but also to the public image of the Soviet leadership
abroad. Consequently, from the late 1970s through the 1980s, a limited shift from
coercion to manipulation characterized the Committee’s evolving openness. The
Chekists increasingly prioritized strategic communication and political education
over arrests and public trials of dissidents33.

THE COMMITTEE'S ‘PUBLIC RELATIONS’ AT THE INITIAL STAGE OF GORBACHEV'S
PERESTROIKA

The most dynamic period of Chekist image-building initiatives occurred between
1985 and 1991. Gorbachev’s perestroika was not only a time of significant socio-
economic experimentation but also a period of profound shifts in public
consciousness. With its launch, the Soviet Union required a qualitatively new level of
communication between the government and society. Like other state bodies, the

32 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 1. File 150-SP (Soviet Period). P. 109-112.
33 Knight A. Spies without Cloaks... P. 7.
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USSR KGB had to revise its institutional approach to transparency, incorporating
contemporary themes and tools into its information campaigns3+.

These changes affected not only the rhetoric but also the structure of the
Committee’s outreach operations, from the union level down to republican and
regional offices. In the context of glasnost and growing democratization, Soviet
security agencies increasingly focused on developing a network of their media liaison
units, viewing them as key instruments for influencing public opinion and enhancing
their institutional legitimacy.

In the mid-1980s, overall coordination of information and propaganda work
remained the responsibility of the KGB Press Bureau at the union level. In republican
agencies, however, so-called ad hoc cross-unit press groups carried out this work. For
example, within the Committee for State Security of the Ukrainian SSR, a small group
of ‘public relations’ specialists, composed of inspectors and operatives, operated
under the Inspectorate of the Committee Chair (hereinafter, the Inspectorate). This
group reported directly to the chief of the Inspectorate Directorate, while its
immediate supervisor was the Committee’s first deputy head3s.

It is worth noting that the records concerning this aspect of the Soviet security
services remain highly scattered and fragmentary. Isolated references to the ‘PR’
activities of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR and its regional bodies can be found in
Fonds 9 (Normative and Administrative Documents of the NK-KGB), 10 (Tenth
Department of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR), and 13 (Collection of Printed
Publications of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR) of the SSA SSU. Of particular research
interest are materials preserved in Fond 17 of the SSA SSU ‘The Inspectorate of the
KGB of the Ukrainian SSR’. A limited number of materials regarding the work of local
press groups are also located in the archival units of certain regional Security Service
departments. Incidental information about the development of the Committee’s
media engagement strategies also appears in the memoirs of former state security
officials and in Soviet periodicals.

A comprehensive analysis of available sources enables the reconstruction of a
general picture of the operations of agency communication structures during the
period under study, highlighting their main operational directions, the channels
through which official information flowed, and the methods of informational and
propaganda influence on society.

Letters sent to the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR from editors of newspapers and
magazines, publishers, film studios, and scientific or educational institutions reveal
that the most frequent requests fell into three main categories: (1) clarifications on
information within the competence of the state security bodies; (2) feedback on
manuscripts of fiction, articles, scripts, and academic literature; and (3) professional
assessments regarding the possibility of publication in the open press or permission
for filming. Artists also frequently contacted the Committee to request the
appointment of KGB consultants for work on feature or documentary films. In some
cases, the review files even contained references to classified agent reports,
underscoring the depth of KGB involvement in the vetting procedures.

34 Waller M.J. Secret empire... P. 226-244; Knight A. Spies without Cloaks... P. 7, 15; Knight A. The KGB:
Police and Politics... P. 79-113.; Trimble]. Spreading the World... P. 1-15; Popplewell R. Themes in the
rhetoric of KGB chairmen... P. 520-542.

35 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 139. P. 81, 95, 140, 205, 248, 260, 283, 349, 378, 379.
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In addition to members of the ad hoc press groups, the review process also
involved representatives from the central apparatus of the KGB - including the First
Directorate (intelligence), Second Directorate (counterintelligence), Fourth
Directorate (counterintelligence in transportation), Fifth Directorate (protection of
the constitutional order and counterterrorism), and the Investigation Department -
as well as specialists from key research institutions. When necessary, materials were
forwarded to regional KGB branches for further scrutiny, cross-checked against
archival records and previously published information, and submitted for approval
by party authorities. All texts underwent rigorous censorship aimed at preventing the
disclosure of operational targets, forms and methods of Soviet security service work,
and other sensitive information. Passages identified as containing ‘substantive
inaccuracies’, ‘undesirable wording’, or ‘Chekist terminology’ were removed to align
with official narratives and ideological requirements.

Following its assessment, the Inspectorate prepared comprehensive reports
encompassing reviewer identities, concise author profiles, and critical analyses of the
texts. In certain cases, manuscripts along with the Inspectorate’s evaluations were
forwarded to the KGB Press Bureau. Responses to applicants were typically issued
under the signature of the First Deputy Chairman of the Republican Committee and
included remarks from the internal publicity team. On average, this multi-stage
review process extended over a period of six to eight weeks3s.

The processing of citizens’ letters followed a similar procedure. Archival materials
include appeals addressed directly to the press group of the KGB of the Ukrainian
SSR. These were typically answered by the head of the Inspectorate Directorate or on
behalf of the leadership, by members of the media section. In exceptional cases,
responses were signed by senior officials of the Republican Committee3”.

Regarding local engagement efforts, these initially had no clear institutional
framework. To create and disseminate informational and propaganda materials in the
media, KGB regional bodies organized various groups, including author groups
composed of scholars, writers, and journalists, and lecturer groups consisting of
agency personnel with appropriate training and oratorical skills. Veterans of state
security were also actively involved in state security propaganda.

After the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR established an ad hoc working group on
counter-propaganda in July 1985 - intended to expand informational support for
Chekist activities and deepen cooperation with republican party bodies - regional-
level initiatives in this area began to intensify38. Much of this work was traditionally
carried out in collaboration with party organizations as part of ideological, political,
patriotic, and international education initiatives. Responsibility for promoting
‘positive practices’ to strengthen ties with the public fell to both inspection groups
and operational units in regional branches.

However, these efforts remained largely uncoordinated. In the Donetsk region KGB
Administration, for example, a permanent commission was formed under its deputy

36 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 130. P. 1-236; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 131. P. 1-195; SSA SSU.
Fund 17. List 1. File 132. P. 1-179; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 133. P. 1-294; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1.
File 134. P. 1-299; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 135. P. 1-50; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 138. P. 1-303;
SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 139. P. 1-395.

37 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 139. P. 40; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 149. Vol. 3. P. 196-207; SSA SSU.
Fund 17. List 1. File 150. P. 190; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 151. P. 239.

38 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 2. File 430. P. 13-14; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 134. P. 287-288.
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head to improve cooperation among internal units and district offices in fostering
public communication. The Inspectorate oversaw the implementation of complex
measures, while personnel from line units were directly involved in their execution3®.

Within the KGB Administration for the Poltava Region, the work of its subdivisions
and city/district bodies in this area of operational-service activity was guided and
coordinated by the Commission for Control over Strengthening Ties with Workers,
and aligned with the annual plans for agent-operational measures40.

Propaganda operations were organized according to centralized planning and
reporting procedurestl. Each year, the KGB regional administrations and the
Operational Directorates of the Central Apparatus submitted information to the
Inspectorate regarding both completed and prospective measures. These
encompassed the preparation of literary works, films, and television productions on
Chekist themes, publications in the local press, and efforts to strengthen ties with
citizens. Consolidated materials were then forwarded to the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Ukraine and the KGB of the USSR#2,

Reporting documents also included data on the publication of works about the
Soviet secret services, the state of lecture and ideological outreach, and the handling
of citizens’ letters and appeals. Information about the participation of veterans in
‘public relations’ events and joint activities with party bodies was mandatory.

These documents show that KGB institutional messaging focused primarily on the
‘heroic past’ and contemporary operations of the Soviet security services, such as
exposing the intrigues of ‘imperialist countries’, countering ‘centers of ideological
sabotage’, discrediting the national liberation movement, religious organizations, and
other ‘anti-Soviet elements’, combating economic and organized crime, and
protecting state secrets43. Over time, this narrative was expanded to include the role
of the security services in rehabilitation processes.

A gradual shift in the KGB’s strategic communication efforts began after the
Twenty-Seventh Congress of the CPSU in 1986. As Trimble notes, glasnost at this
stage did not authorize investigative journalism but instead introduced a model “of a
philosophy of managed information”44.

From this point onward, a regional network of KGB ‘public relations’ units began
to take shape. In December 1986, the Poltava region KGB Administration replaced its
commission on worker relations with a cross-unit press group led by its deputy
head4s. In March 1987, a similar group was formed in Khmelnytskyi, headed by
Colonel Ivan Buev, the department’s deputy head for personnel. The group also
included the chiefs of the Fifth and Investigative Departments, the Secretariat, and a
representative from the Inspectorate - seven members in total4s.

39 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 134. P. 225.

40 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 134. P. 271.

41 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 133. P. 170-171; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 134. P. 63-68, 194-195.

42 SSA SSU. Fund 16. List 1. File 1232. P. 1-6, 57-62; SSA SSU. Fund 16. List 1. File 1242. P. 45-49; SSA SSU.
Fund 16. List 1. File 1266. P. 279-282; SSA SSU. Fund 16. List 1. File 1274. P. 120-129.

43 SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 134. P. 196-299; SSA SSU. Fund 17. List 1. File 135. P. 1-21.

44 Trimble J. Spreading the World... P. 5; Jlicoea B. KomyHikauiiina cTpaTerisi paiiHCbKUX CHELCAYKO...
C.111.

45 Ynpaesinua Caysxc6u 6e3neku Ykpainu e [lonmascokill o6saacmi. Icmopis ma cyvacHicme. IlonTasa,
2012. C. 192; Jlicosa B. KomyHikauii 3 rpomazcekictio KB YPCP... C. 59.

46 SSU Office in Khmelnytskyi region. Fund 1 (R). List 1. File 77. Vol. 2. P. 16.
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As glasnost expanded, the Soviet security services sought to make their
information and propaganda work more ideologically coherent and better
coordinated. Several key measures were introduced. On January 24, 1987, the KGB
revised its procedures for approving mass media publications based on agency
materials, centralizing control and enhancing oversight by senior leadership#’.

In December 1987, the CPSU Central Committee adopted a resolution ‘On
Measures to Increase Transparency in the Activities of the KGB Bodies of the USSR,
which introduced regular public reporting on the agency’s operations. That same
month, following the All-Union Scientific and Practical Conference ‘Further
Democratization of Soviet Society and Restructuring of State Security Bodies’ (held
from December 10-12), the KGB began developing a more comprehensive approach
to information and communication#°.

This shift was also reflected in the ‘Practical Measures of the State Security Bodies
of the Ukrainian SSR’, approved on March 31, 1988, which included provisions for
organizing a dedicated internal press group5°.

Further changes were influenced by the 19t Party Conference later that year. Its
resolution ‘On Glasnost’ emphasized the need for systematic publication of data on
law enforcement activities, crime rates, and crime prevention statistics5L.

In September 1988, KGB Chairman Viktor Chebrikov, in an interview with Pravda,
discussed the agency’s evolving approach to public communication, which included
broader and more active engagement with various social groupss2.

As Trimble observes, by mid-1988 the KGB - under growing societal criticism for its
past abuses - began implementing a two-pronged approach to public and media contacts.
On one hand, it acknowledged certain undeniable facts and released selected information
in a controlled fashion; on the other, it sought to create an illusion of openness through
staged civic interactions. This was essentially a ‘damage control’ strategys3.

THE KGB PRESS SERVICE AS A CENTRAL ELEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE’S INFORMATION AND
PROPAGANDA POLICY

At the end of 1988, the central office of the USSR KGB underwent a personnel
reshuffle. Chebrikov was replaced by Kryuchkov, who, unlike his predecessor, was
perceived as having a broader outlook and appeared more flexible and loyal to the
General Secretary54.

47 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 1. File 129-SP (Soviet Period). P. 273. 273verso.

48 0 Mepax M0 paclIMpeHUI0 IJ1acHOCTHU B AeATenbHocTH opraHoB KI'b CCCP. H3gecmus LK KIICC. 1989.
Ne 11 (298). C. 22-26. URL: https://imwerden.de/pdf/izvestiya ck kpss 1989 11 ocr.pdf; X106ycmos O.
KI'B CCCP 1954-1991 rr.... C. 346; l'oaywko H. B cneyciyx6ax... C. 96.

49 SSA SSU. Fund 13. List 1. File 823. P. 17-18, 43-44; SSA SSU. Fund 13. List 1. File 824. P. 6-8; SSA SSU.
Fund 13. List 1. File 825. P. 27.

50 SSA SSU. Fund 13. List 1. File 825. P. 202. The document outlined the planned activities of the KGB of
the Ukrainian SSR. However, it incorrectly referred to the establishment of a “press unit of the KGB of the
USSR”. - Auth.

51 Mamepuaswt XIX Bcecoto3Holi koHgepeHyuu KommyHucmuueckoli napmuu Cogemckozo Coro3a, 28 uioHs
-1 uron1s1 1988 2. MockBsa, 1988. 160 c.

52 SSA SSU. Fund 13. List 1. File 826. P. 3-16.

53 Trimble J. Spreading the World... P. 5-6; /licosa B. KomyHikauiiiHa cTpaTeris paJsiHCbKUX CIELCIYXkO...
C.111.

54 Plokhy S. The Last Empire: The Final Days of the Soviet Union. New York, 2014. P.87; PemHuk /.
Moruna Jlenuna... C. 367-384; Maevun /. KI'b. llpeacenatenn opraHos... C. 690-691; Soviet Union: a
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With Kryuchkov’s appointment, promoting the interests of the special services
took on renewed urgency. On October 31, 1988, the Chairman of the KGB of the
Ukrainian SSR, Nikolai Golushko, signed an order titled ‘On Improving the Work on
the Preparation and Dissemination of Materials of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR to the
General Public’. As part of its implementation, a temporary press group of three
individuals was created under the Inspectorate. This group was responsible for the
final editorial processing and dissemination of information provided by various
structural units of the Committee to the media.

Concurrently, the search, evaluation, and preparation of materials for publication
in the union and republican press were assigned to the deputy heads of various KGB
divisions within the Ukrainian SSR - namely the First through Sixth, Personnel
Directorate, Investigative and Tenth Departments, and the Chekist Cabinet. Oversight
of the content and relevance of submitted materials was exercised by the Committee’s
deputy chairmen.

Through the Fifth Directorate, the press group coordinated communication with
media outlets, including newspaper and magazine editorial offices, publishing houses,
radio and television stations, film studios, and cultural associations. The group also
provided professional advice to authors working on materials related to state
security operations and conducted expert reviews of submitted manuscripts.

These KGB ‘public relations’ officers were further tasked with selecting and
preparing archival materials, analyzing the current work of operational units, and
processing memoirs written by security service veterans. Based on these materials,
reviews and features were prepared for publication. Members of the press group also
drafted official reports, speeches, and informational summaries on the Committee’s
work. They organized meetings between cultural figures and regional KGB staff,
processed citizens’ appeals, and summarized outcomes for internal reporting5s.

The establishment of press units within the KGB structure began to yield tangible
results. In 1988, the KGB conducted a content analysis of central and regional press
coverage, identifying approximately 900 articles addressing the agency’s role across
various historical periods. The analysis revealed that around 70 percent of the
articles were distinctly negative - most referring to the 1930s to 1950s - while 20
percent were neutral and only 10 percent portrayed the Committee’s contemporary
initiatives in a positive light5e.

Despite some improvements, the Press Bureau and other relevant units still lacked
effective coordination in the preparation of information and propaganda materials.
On April 4, 1989, these issues were discussed at a meeting of the KGB Collegium,
titled ‘On the Development of Glasnost in the Activities of the USSR KGB Bodies and
Troops’. Units responsible for public communication were urged to respond more
effectively to public information needs, support the creation of compelling artistic
works about the Chekists, and prepare impactful journalistic statements for
publication and broadcast. ‘Public relations’ officers were instructed to respond
promptly to events that affected national security interests or provoked public
concern.

55 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 2. File 449. P. 58-62; Jlicosa B. Komynikauii 3 rpomazcekictio KB YPCP... C. 60.
56 X106ycmos O. T'oc6ezonacHocTb Poccum... C. 398-441; lllegsikun A. KT'b npotuB CCCP. 17 MruoBeHu#
n3MeHbl. MockBa, 2011. C. 305; Jlicosa B. KomyHikauii 3 rpomazcekictio KB YPCP... C. 60.
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To this end, the creation of temporary response groups was proposed. These
would include experienced operatives and journalists drawn from the Press Bureau
and local press groups to cover emergency situations and launch preemptive media
campaigns. Their perspective was to be both qualified and strategically advantageous.

To strengthen public information efforts, heads of KGB operational divisions at the
central, regional, and military levels were authorized to assign personnel to cross-
unit press groups as needed. These assignments would be made using existing staff
resources and would remove the designated employees from the direct supervision
of their original departments>.

Lieutenant General Aleksandr Mikhaylov, former head of the FSB’s Public
Relations Center (1994-1996) and a member of the Moskva KGB Administration in
the late 1980s, recalled how such staffing decisions were made. He reported being
given just three days to establish a press group and complete freedom in selecting
personnel. At the following staff meeting, Lieutenant General Vitaly Prilukov, head of
the Moskva KGB Administration, introduced the new team: “Do you see these
people?” he reportedly told their former supervisors. “They no longer work for you.
We are creating a press group. [ want the order on my desk in an hour”ss.

The Press Bureau was also tasked with monitoring and analyzing media coverage.
Together with operational units, it was to study public attitudes toward the KGB’s
work, assess reactions to published materials, track trends in public inquiries, and
forecast regional and demographic trends in information consumption5°.

The responsibilities of the republican ‘public relations’ officers were formalized in
practical directives presented at a meeting of the KGB Board of the Ukrainian SSR on
November 11, 1989. Particular attention was paid to selecting personnel for these
roles. Employees with legal or humanities backgrounds who demonstrated strong
writing and speaking skills were to be prioritized for appointmentsso.

The Inspectorate and the Committee’s press group were assigned to compile and
circulate examples of successful transparency practices within the agency. They also
provided methodological and informational support, maintained regular
communication with republican media, and analyzed public inquiries to identify
topics of greatest concern. Each quarter, they evaluated public responses to official
statements and media materials produced by the KGB. Ultimately, the press group of
the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR and local press bodies were expected to function as full-
fledged analytical and communication centers6.

Concurrently, the Committee’s leadership sought to shape an ‘ideologically correct’
understanding of state security operations, which led to increased control over the
flow of information entering the public domain. Beginning in 1989, discussions
intensified around the need to replace the existing Press Bureau with a more modern
unit endowed with broader powers. These plans were realized in 1990, a year that
marked the KGB’s most active period in terms of both the volume of propaganda

57 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 1. File 35-SP (Soviet Period). P. 16-20.

58 TaliHOe cTaHOBUTCA AABHBIM... C. 105-106.

59 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 1. File 35-SP (Soviet Period). P. 20verso, 21.

60 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 2. File 452. P.107-112; Jlicosa B. 3oBHiwHi BigxkpuTti komyHikanii KomiteTy
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initiatives and efforts to rebrand its public image. The Committee’s chief ‘PR’
specialist, Major General Karbainov, later recalled that the reorganization of the press
service had been long overdue. He noted that it was understaffed (with only 15
personnel), had limited functions, and urgently required a more comprehensive
approach to promoting opennesséz.

Accordingly, on April 22, 1990, an order was issued establishing an independent
structural unit based on the Press Bureau: the Center for Public Relations of the KGB
of the USSR, which was granted the status of a separate directorate. The newly
formed press center was tasked with maintaining communication with labor
collectives, creative associations, public and academic institutions, government
bodies, local authorities, and the media. It was also charged with coordinating and
overseeing the ‘PR’ campaigns of both central divisions and regional and military
units within the broader KGB systems63,

Among its additional responsibilities, the CPR monitored media coverage,
including tracking and analyzing publications that referred to the operations of the
Soviet security services. Major General Viktor Ivanenko, who at the time served as
deputy head of the KGB’s Inspectorate Directorate and later became the first head of
the KGB of the RSFSR, emphasized the growing importance of such analytical work.
According to him, the Center’s staff regularly submitted summaries of foreign radio
broadcasts that they considered worthy of a response. In cases of emergency, they
prepared internal reports analyzing the causes of incidents and any errors or
misjudgments made by state security agencies. However, Ivanenko noted that such
documents were prepared only in exceptional situationsé4.

The entire agency propaganda network was also modernized. Within one month,
the heads of the state security committees in the union and autonomous republics, as
well as directors of regional administrations, were required to submit proposals for
establishing full-time ‘PR’ units, without increasing existing staffing levels6s.

The order to establish a dedicated ‘public relations’ departmenté¢ within the KGB
Inspectorate of the Ukrainian SSR was issued on August 6, 1990. According to the
organizational and personnel plan, the unit included eight positions: the department
head (who also served as deputy head of the Inspectorate, though the post remained
vacant); two senior inspectors, Lieutenant Colonels Vladimir Vegerchuk and
Viacheslav Popik; two inspectors, Major Anatolii Loginov and one vacant position;
one first-category inspector, Konstantin Vysotskii; the head of the Chekist Cabinet,
Lieutenant Colonel Anatolii Khrushchakov; and a typist¢’.

Golushko generally praised the initiatives of the agency’s press center. He noted
that in 1990 alone, under the leadership of full-time ‘PR’ specialists, nearly 4,000
articles and interviews featuring officials from the republican state security
committee were published. In his view, this practice contributed to greater openness
in its work, helped shape public understanding of the significance and legitimacy of

62 TaliHOe cTaHOBUTCH ABHBIM... C. 61-62, 69, 353; Jlicoea B. «<HaBeeHHA pyMm'sin»... C. 142-143.

63 TatiHoe cTaHOBUTCSA SIBHBIM... C. 60, 62; [lonog B. 3anuCcKU OBIBIIEro IMOJIOJKOBHUKA...; Jlicoea B.
«HaBesieHHs pyM'an»... C. 143.

64 Maeyun JI. Komutet-1991... C. 110-117; Jlicosa B. <HaBeeHHsa pyM'an»... C. 144.

65 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 1. File 31-SP (Soviet Period). P. 290-292.

66 In their correspondence with citizens, the employees of the press unit signed as ‘Press Bureau of the
KGB of the Ukrainian SSR’ and ‘Center for Public Relations’. - Auth.

67 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 2. File 462. P. 253, 253verso.
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its operations, and thereby improved public perceptions of the Soviet security
servicesos,

Against the backdrop of the deteriorating socio-political situation in Ukraine in the
summer and autumn of 1990, interagency communication in the area of ‘public
relations’ increased. This trend is particularly evident in the ‘Proposals of the KGB
and the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MIA) of the Ukrainian SSR to Stabilize the
Operational and Political Situation in the Republic’, dated August 31, 1990. The
document called for the establishment of systematic coordination and cooperation in
information and propaganda campaigns among the press units of the security
agencies, their territorial bodies, and the relevant departments of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party and regional party committees. According to the
plan, these bodies were to implement a set of informational measures aimed at
discrediting ‘separatist and nationalist forces’ and countering the influence of
undesirable messages in the press, on radio, and on televisions°.

The KGB and MIA press departments were tasked with conducting regular
analyses of the socio-political situation, summarizing collected data, and preparing
information bulletins for the media based on these findings. The proposals also
envisioned launching permanent thematic sections in various republican
publications, such as KGB and MIA Report, to ensure a consistent presence of the
security agencies in the public information space?°.

Concurrently, preparations were underway at the KGB Central Office for the public
unveiling of a newly established press service. The official presentation of the Center
for Public Relations took place on September 11, 1990, in the format of a press
conference attended by more than 150 representatives of Soviet and foreign media7.
According to the press release, the Center’s main objective was to inform domestic
and international audiences about the goals, functions, and results of the Soviet
special services. Its responsibilities included receiving journalists, conducting
interviews, responding to citizens’ inquiries, and supporting creative initiatives by
providing reference materials and facilitating filming and television coverage?2.

It is worth noting that media representatives viewed this ‘PR’ undertaking with
considerable scepticism. For example, journalist Trimble highlighted the new unit’s
poor organization, outdated equipment, and excessive bureaucracy. He also noted
that the Head of the Center, Karbainov, often demonstrated a lack of expertise and
was occasionally accompanied by Kryuchkov during public appearances?3.

Major General Oleg Kalugin, a former senior official at the KGB Central Office,
offered his own perspective on the agency’s engagement with the public in the early
1990s: “In the fifth year of perestroika, the KGB finally came out of its shell. And over
the past six months, it has been making itself heard louder than ever. Hardly a day
goes by without an article about the glorious deeds of the KGB. There are icons,
antiques, and drugs... They opened an entrance on Lubyanka for press meetings with

68 ['onywko H. B cnencnyx6ax... C. 361; Jaimkect npeccol Ha TeMy KI'B. 1990. Miouxen, 1990. C. 109.
URL: https://imwerden.de/pdf/pressa digest kgb 1990 ocr.pdf; Jlicoea B. «HaBeneHHsA pyM'siH»...
C.156-157.

69 SSA SSU. Fund 16. List 1. File 1288. P. 142-144; Jlicosa B. «<HaBesieHHs pyM'n»... C. 155.
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the amiable General Karbainov. Senior KGB leaders, who now stand for universal
values for which they would not hesitate to lay down their lives74, are generous with
interviews too”7s.

The objectives of the renewed KGB press center were discussed at the Collegium
meeting on October 5, 1990, titled ‘On the Progress of Implementation by the
Committee for State Security of the Ukrainian SSR of the Decision of the Collegium of
the KGB of the USSR of April4, 1989, ‘On the Development of Publicity in the
Activities of the Bodies and Troops of the KGB of the USSR’ The Center’s key
priorities remained focused on publicizing the agency’s efforts to counter the hostile
actions of foreign intelligence services, protect the Soviet constitutional order,
combat organized crime, and rehabilitate victims of Stalinist repression.

Staff of communication units were expected to regularly and purposefully produce
media materials that highlighted the ‘victory and sacrifice’ of Chekist veterans,
reported on restructuring within the KGB, and covered measures to reinforce the rule
of law, discipline, and order in the agency’s work. In addition, the ‘PR’ units were
tasked with illustrating the objective difficulties the Committee faced under
contemporary conditions, particularly in regions with challenging operational
environments where the KGB encountered moral pressure and obstacles to fulfilling
its legal duties. The agency also sought to improve its responses to ‘slanderous’ media
publications and to make greater use of the press to expose attempts to ‘conceal’ the
State Security Committee’s operations, ‘mislead’ the public about its goals and tasks,
and counter ‘provocative actions by various kinds of slanderers’ through legal
means’e,

Aspects of the special service’s communication strategy were also discussed in an
interview with Golushko, published during the mass civil disobedience campaigns
organized by Ukrainian students in October 1990. Addressing the issue of increasing
transparency in the operations of the special services, Golushko highlighted growing
engagement between the Committee and cultural or civic organizations, as well as
heightened attention by state security officers to citizens’ letters and appeals. He
placed particular emphasis on the establishment of a ‘public relations’ center within
the Committee, which, according to him, aimed to raise public awareness of the
agency’s work and to create a mechanism to ensure accountability to both society and
higher state authorities?””.

The formation of ‘PR’ units within the regional administrations of the KGB of the
Ukrainian SSR began in the autumn and winter of 199078. The results of outreach
efforts by the KGB'’s press unit in the Vinnytsia region are described in a letter from
writer and journalist Viktor Tymchuk, addressed to USSR KGB Chairman Vladimir
Kryuchkov in December 1990. Tymchuk emphasized: “...People learn about the

74 The phrase “for which they would not hesitate to lay down their lives” renders the archaic Russian
idiom “He mans xxuBoTa cBoero” (literally, “not sparing one’s belly/life”). Historically associated with
self-sacrifice and valor, the phrase has taken on a distinctly ironic or sarcastic tone in contemporary
Russian, especially in critical commentary such as Kalugin’s from the early 1990s. In this context, the
phrase underscores Kalugin’s skepticism toward the KGB leadership’s professed devotion to ‘universal
values’. - Auth.
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Chekists’ work, meet them face to face, and receive truthful information. All of this is
thanks to the new unit. Had such a group been established two or three years earlier,
it would have been easier to mitigate the negative perception of the KGB that arose
from the repressions of that period”79. He further proposed that each regional KGB
administration establish its own print publication to improve communication with
the publicsgo,

The establishment of press groups within regional KGB administrations and their
ongoing work became one of the key indicators of the special service’s operational
and institutional performance8!. The central office of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR
began to hold dedicated meetings for personnel from these ‘PR’ units. For instance,
one such methodological meeting, which focused on strategies for improving the
public image of the republican state security body, took place on February 19-20,
1991, with the participation of Golushko and Karbainovsz.

The operations of these press groups were partially revised following the
circulation of a cipher telegram from the Head of the Ukrainian SSR KGB, titled ‘On
the Further Improvement of the Work of KGB and KGB Regional Administrations’
Public Relations Units’, which was sent to regional branches of the Committee in April
1991. The document expressed concern about public statements by staff members
who had offered overly subjective or politically inappropriate assessments of the
domestic political situation, including commentary on the roles of newly established
political parties, NGOs, and religious organizations.

The Head of the Ukrainian SSR KGB emphasized that such interpretations were
often perceived by the public as the official position of the security service. This
perception, in turn, provoked critical media coverage, numerous citizen complaints,
and parliamentary inquiries. The resulting situation intensified public criticism and
fueled further ‘speculation’ regarding the agency’s operations.

In this context, the staff of regional press units were notably unprepared to
produce informative materials on the KGB’s efforts to combat organized crime,
economic offenses, and corruption. The materials they generated tended to be
declarative, superficial, and failed to adequately convey the full extent of
undertakings carried outs3.

Recognizing the importance of managing the dissemination of information, the
central office of the Ukrainian SSR KGB sought to develop practical guidance for
operational staff involved in establishing ‘public relations’. Responsibility for
ensuring the production of high-quality content for various communication scenarios
was assigned to the heads of regional KGB administrations. When preparing external
communication campaigns, the security service could enlist professional journalists if
needed. All materials intended for publication were to be disseminated exclusively
through the ‘PR’ units of the regional branches. In particular, informational content
concerning the core principles of Soviet special service operations, as well as
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sensitive topics related to political, civic, and religious organizations, when based on
operational data, was subject to mandatory approval by the central office of the
Ukrainian SSR KGB84.

The adoption of the USSR Law ‘On State Security Bodies’ on May 16, 1991, was a
significant development in regulating the information and propaganda efforts of the
Soviet special services. Under Article 5 of this legislative act, informing the public
about KGB activities acquired official status, becoming one of the agency’s formal
areas of responsibilityss. This development was among the topics addressed in the
aforementioned review, ‘On the Experience of the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR in
Strengthening Public Relations’, dated July 23, 1991. The document outlined the main
directions, formats, and specific measures used by the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR to
cultivate in the public consciousness “an understanding of the responsibility and
importance of ensuring state security as the basis for trust in the agency’s work”.

Taking into account regional specificities, the efforts of press groups in the Lviv,
Ternopil, and Ivano-Frankivsk administrations were primarily focused on media
coverage of the “anti-popular activities of the OUN-B underground in the western
regions”, as well as the accomplishments of the state security services in combating
organized crime, air terrorism, and border violations, and in assisting customs
authorities. In parallel, special working groups were created within the regional KGB
administrations of western Ukraine, composed of officers from divisions for the
protection of the constitutional order, investigative units, archives, and ‘public
relations’. These teams were tasked with retrieving archival materials on the ‘OUN
terror’ of the nationalist underground. Based on this material, propaganda content
was developed for the media, and thematic films and documentaries containing
damaging information about OUN leaders were broadcast. In addition, public lectures
featuring anti-nationalist archival content were organized in labor collectivess8s.

The KGB’s public communication endeavors were severely tested during the
August 1991 coup in Moskva - and failed. When the State Committee on the State of
Emergency attempted an unconstitutional seizure of power, KGB representatives
demonstrated a complete inability to communicate with the public. Russian liberal
journalist Yevgenia Albats recalled: “...I called the KGB Center for Public Relations: I
had to find out what they were thinking. There was not even a trace of perestroika
politeness: they spoke boldly, rudely. An interview? Write down your questions, put
them in the KGB reception box, and we’ll consider them. The tone was a sneer”?’.

A similar response was noted by Trimble, who described the failed coup as a
public relations disaster for the KGB. Karbainov and his staff were clearly unprepared
for such a scenario. Journalists who reached him received only a curt ‘no comments’
in response to all inquiriesss.

The republican-level agency also remained silent. Only after the coup had failed
did the KGB of the Ukrainian SSR ‘unanimously condemn the adventurers who
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attempted to commit a coup d’état’. The agency also resolutely dissociated itself from
the actions of the former leadership. The Committee’s leadership and its regional
administrations, together with the Center for Public Relations, were urgently tasked
with enhancing public outreach and more broadly promoting the claimed alignment
between the state security bodies’ operations and the interests of the populationgd.

However, such statements were ineffective. In the aftermath of the August events,
public trust in the KGB collapsed. The state security services came to be seen not as
partners in state-building, but as inheritors of a discredited totalitarian system.
According to a September 1991 survey conducted by the All-Union Public Opinion
Research Center, 39% of respondents stated that they did not trust the KGB, 28%
reported partial distrust, 25% were undecided, and only 8% expressed full
confidence in the agency. Trust in the KGB was highest in Central Asia, where 13% of
respondents expressed confidence, and lowest in Ukraine, where fewer than 2% of
those surveyed said they trusted the KGB20.

CONCLUSIONS: THE EVOLVING FACE OF CHEKIST ‘PUBLIC RELATIONS’

The period between 1985 and 1991 marked the most dynamic phase in the
development of Chekist ‘PR’. With the spread of glasnost and the democratization of
Soviet society, many previously suppressed and sensitive issues entered broader
discourse. This created an urgent need for effective communication between
authorities and citizens, particularly regarding key management decisions and their
implementation. The State Security Committee, long perceived as the ‘watchdog’ of
the totalitarian regime, also sought to adapt to these new political realities. In line
with evolving ideological trends, Soviet state security agencies abruptly began
presenting themselves as ‘humanists and democrats’, attempting to reframe their
image as a modern, competent special service. Consequently, the Soviet secret
services started devoting greater attention to communication strategies and civic
engagement, with their press units gradually emerging as the primary channels
through which the KGB sought to shape public opinion.

During Gorbachev’s perestroika, this aspect of agency operations underwent
significant transformation, impacting all levels of Chekist propaganda, from union
headquarters to republican and regional branches. Institutionally, local ‘PR’ units
developed in stages - from having no clearly defined status during Chebrikov’s tenure
to becoming fully integrated into the KGB staffing structure under Kryuchkov.
Simultaneously, the network of press groups expanded, coordination improved, and
information policy became more centralized. The Committee aimed to implement a
‘single voice’ strategy - a unified and tightly controlled approach to messaging -
standardize communications, and manage external criticism more effectively.

However, the events of August 1991 in Moskva revealed the KGB’s stark
unpreparedness for a true societal crisis. The involvement of its top leadership in the
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coup attempt immediately paralyzed the entire Committee’s ‘public relations’
structure. Press units at all levels fell silent, with only a few individuals offering
unofficial remarks. Subsequent attempts at justification failed to generate the
intended reception. In doing so, the KGB inflicted a severe blow to the credibility of
the entire union-republican state security system, from which it would not recover.
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