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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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АНОТАЦІЯ 
Мета статті – проаналізувати основні тенденції організаційної розбудови 

радянськими спецслужбами зв’язків з громадськістю у період горбачовської доби; 
виокремити ключові чинники суспільно-політичної ситуації та відповідні директивні 
рішення керівництва КДБ СРСР, які детермінували цей процес; дослідити зміни у 
структурі та статусі відомчих пресорганів на союзному, республіканському і 
регіональному рівнях; окреслити функції та завдання преспідрозділів Комітету 
державної безпеки у 1985-1991 рр. 

Наукова новизна полягає у дослідженні еволюції організаційної будови, функцій, 
завдань і статусу підрозділів зв’язків з громадськістю у системі КДБ СРСР в останню 
фазу системної кризи радянського тоталітарного режиму. 

Висновки. Соціально-політичні трансформації періоду «горбачовської перебудови» 
змусили радянські органи державної безпеки переглянути своє ставлення до 
комунікації з громадськістю. Ініційований у Кремлі курс на побудову гуманного 
соціалізму спричинив зміни у підходах до комунікаційної діяльності радянських 
спецслужб, які на показ взялися запроваджувати «гласність і демократизацію» в одній 
із найбільш закритих державних інституцій Радянського Союзу. 

Наслідуючи політичні тренди, КДБ СРСР всіляко намагався переконати широкий 
загал у своїй легітимізації, прогресивності та відкритості, прагнув створити враження 
сучасної та високоефективної спецслужби. В унісон із центром мімікрували й органи 
держбезпеки на місцях. 

Із нарощенням арсеналів чекістської пропаганди проявилися вади у сфері 
формування громадської думки відповідними підрозділами спецслужб, зокрема, 
невідповідність організаційно-штатної будови існуючих «піар-структур» вимогам часу. 
Відтак постала потреба не лише у перегляді тематики та форм подачі інформації, але й 
реструктуризації відомчих зв’язків з громадськістю. 

За шість років «перебудови» інституалізація цього напряму пройшла еволюцію від 
єдиного в системі держбезпеки «піар-підрозділу» – Пресбюро КДБ СРСР, до створення 
трирівневої структури відомчої пропаганди, що охопила союзний, республіканський та 
обласний щаблі. Зміни стосувалися й статусу пресгруп. У середині 1980-х рр. інформаційно-
пропагандистською діяльністю на місцях, додатково до основних службових обов’язків, 
займалися представники різних відділів КДБ у складі нештатних робочих груп. Однак уже 
наприкінці 1980-х – початку 1990-х рр. були сформовані повноцінні штатні преспідрозділи, 
співробітники яких мали чітко визначені функції й обов’язки. 

Поступово показник рівня й ефективності пошуку та запровадження підрозділами 
Комітету нових гласних форм роботи перетворився на важливий критерій оцінки стану 
всієї оперативно-службової діяльності. При цьому одним із найбільш вправних у 
відомчому «піарі» серед територіальних управлінь КДБ СРСР виявився Комітет 
держбезпеки Української РСР. 

Ключові слова: «горбачовська перебудова», зв’язки з громадськістю, пресгрупа, 
піар, пропаганда, КДБ УРСР 
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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’1, 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. 

 
                                                
1 In 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 attention2, 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”4. 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 services6. Western sovietologists also briefly mentioned the 
establishment of a press center within the KGB, based on open sources7. 

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 Лісова В. Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб часів «горбачовської перебудови» 
1985-1991 рр. в історичних та міждисциплінарних дослідженнях. Наукові записки Національного 
університету «Острозька академія». Серія «Історичні науки». 2025. № 36. С. 108-119. DOI: 
http://doi.org/10.25264/2409-6806-2025-36-108-119 
3 Альбац Е. Мина замедленного действия. Политический портрет КГБ СССР. Москва, 1992. 416 с.; 
Ремник Д. Могила Ленина. Последние дни советской империи. Москва, 2017. 624 с.; Млечин Л. КГБ. 
Председатели органов госбезопасности. Рассекреченные судьбы. Москва, 2002. 861 с.; Млечин Л. 
Комитет-1991. Нерассказанная история КГБ России. Москва, 2017. 383 с. 
4 Waller M.J. Secret empire: the KGB in Russia today. Colorado, 1994. 372 p. 
5 Саттер Д. Доба безумства. Занепад і кінець Радянського Союзу. Київ, 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 Эндрю К., Гордиевский О. КГБ – разведывательные операции от Ленина до Горбачева. Москва, 
2000. 666 с.; 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’ work8. 
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 office10. 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 leadership11. 

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 value12. 

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 dynamics13. 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 Khlobustov14, 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 services15. 
                                                
8 Бакатин В. Избавление от КГБ. Москва, 1992. 272 с. 
9 Шебаршин Л. Последний бой КГБ. Москва, 2013. 256 с. 
10 Калугин О. Вид с Лубянки. Москва, 1990. 112 с. 
11 Крючков В. Личное дело. Три дня и вся жизнь. Москва, 2019. 576 с. 
12 Тайное становится явным. ЦОС ФСБ уполномочен заявить. Москва, 2000. 368 с. 
13 Попов В. Записки колишнього підполковника КДБ: «Літературна група» 5-го управління 
Комітету держбезпеки. Гордон. 2020. 11 березня. URL: https://cutt.ly/7tkBmMWa 
14 Стригин Е. КГБ был, есть и будет. От КГБ СССР до МБ РФ (1991-1993). Москва, 2004. 640 с.; 
Хлобустов О. КГБ СССР 1954-1991 гг. Тайны гибели Великой державы. Москва, 2012. 656 с.; 
Хлобустов О. Перечитывая заново: неизвестный Андропов. Команда Андропова. Москва, 2005. 
256 с.; Хлобустов О. Госбезопасность России от Александра I до Путина. Москва, 2007. 640 с.; 
Голушко Н. В спецслужбах трех государств. Москва, 2012. 720 с.; Сидак В. Кукловоды и 
марионетки: воспоминания помощника председателя КГБ Крючкова. Москва, 2019. 431 с. 
15 Федор Дж. Традиции чекистов от Ленина до Путина. Культ государственной безопасности. 
Санкт-Петербург, 2012. 304 с.; Лісова В. Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб… С. 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)16. 

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 attention17. 

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 Viatrovych18, communication studies scholar Olena 
Melnykova19, and political scientist Tetiana Andriychuk20. 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 Даниленко В. Політичні протести й інакодумство в Україні (1960-1990): Документи і матеріали. 
Київ, 2013. С. 612-627. 
17 Забілий Р. Піар від КГБ. Як спецслужба взялася за «зв’язки з громадськістю». Історична правда. 
2011. 21 листопада. URL: https://www.istpravda.com.ua/articles/2011/11/21/62598; Лісова В. 
Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб… C. 114. 
18 В’ятрович В. Історія з грифом «Секретно»: архіви КГБ розповідають. Львів, 2012. С. 221-223. 
19 Мельникова О. Інформаційні завдання підрозділів із громадських зв’язків у часи перебудови в 
Радянській Україні. Інформаційне суспільство. 2014. № 20. С. 78-81. 
20 Андрійчук Т. Інститути громадянського суспільства в Україні до здобуття незалежності. Вісник 
Національного технічного університету України «Київський політехнічний інститут». 
Політологія. Соціологія. Право. 2013. № 1. С. 7-12. 
21 Спеціальні служби України від найдавніших часів і до сьогодення: у 5 т. Київ, 2024. Т. 5: 
Становлення Служби безпеки України (1991-1994): документи і матеріали. 464 с.; Лісова В. 
Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб… С. 113-114. 
22 Лісова В. Комунікації з громадськістю КДБ УРСР в умовах політики гласності (1987-1989 рр.). 
Наукові записки НаУКМА. Історичні науки. 2021. Т. 4. С. 56-64. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18523/2617-
3417.2021.4.56-64; Лісова В. Зовнішні відкриті комунікації Комітету держбезпеки УРСР у 1989-
1990 рр.: тенденції та напрямки. З архівів ВУЧК-ГПУ-НКВД-КГБ. 2021. № 2 (56). С. 130-166. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.15407/vuchk2021.02.130; Лісова В. «Наведення рум’ян на вельми пожухле 
обличчя старої сталінсько-брежнєвської школи» – інформаційно-пропагандистська діяльність 
КДБ УРСР у 1990-1991 роках. З архівів ВУЧК-ГПУ-НКВД-КГБ. 2022. № 2 (58). С. 136-176. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.15407/vuchk2022.02.136; Лісова В. Складові комунікаційної стратегії КДБ УРСР 
напередодні серпневого путчу ДКНС 1991 року. Наукові записки Національного університету 
«Острозька академія». Серія «Історичні науки». 2024. № 35. С. 43-52. DOI:  
https://doi.org/10.25264/2409-6806-2024-35-43-52; Лісова В. Інформаційно-пропагандистська 
діяльність радянських спецслужб в умовах серпневого путчу 1991 р. в СРСР. З архівів ВУЧК-ГПУ-
НКВД-КГБ. 2023. № 2 (60). С. 310-351. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15407/vuchk2023.02.310; Лісова В. 
Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб… 
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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 agencies24. 

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 them25. 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; Лісова В. Формування іміджу радянських органів 
держбезпеки під час горбачовської перебудови: моделі, засоби, PR-заходи. Досвід застосування 
збройних сил у світових війнах і воєнних конфліктах ХХ-ХХІ ст.: тенденції та закономірності: 
матеріали міжвуз. наук.-практ. семінару, м. Київ 23 травня 2024 р. Київ, 2024. Вип. 13. С. 52-57. 
24 Хлобустов О. Перечитывая заново… С. 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 a result, 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 earlier27. 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 society28. 

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 media29. 

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 
services30. 

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 light31. 

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 Тайное становится явным… С. 6-7; Федор Дж. Традиции чекистов… С. 185; Солдатов А. 
Аналитика в органах госбезопасности. Исследовательский центр Agentura.Ru. 2005. 26 октября. 
URL: https://cutt.ly/RtkBAhSy  
27 Тайное становится явным… С. 3-4, 8. 
28 Федор Дж. Традиции чекистов… С. 185-187. 
29 Тайное становится явным… С. 4-5; Лісова В. Комунікації з громадськістю КДБ УРСР… С. 59. 
30 Тайное становится явным… С. 26-27, 30. 
31 Knight A. The KGB: Police and Politics in the Soviet Union. Boston, 1990. P. 79-113; Хлобустов О. 
Перечитывая заново… С. 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 storage32. 

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 campaigns34. 

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 head35. 

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 J. Spreading the World… Р. 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 weeks36. 

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 Committee37. 

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 execution39. 

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 procedures41. 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 USSR42. 

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 
head45. 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 total46. 

                                                
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; Лісова В. Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб… 
С. 111. 
45 Управління Служби безпеки України в Полтавській області. Історія та сучасність. Полтава, 
2012. С. 192; Лісова В. Комунікації з громадськістю КДБ УРСР… С. 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 leadership47. 

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 operations48. 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 communication49. 

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 group50. 

Further changes were influenced by the 19th 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 statistics51. 

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 groups52. 

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’ strategy53. 

 
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 О мерах по расширению гласности в деятельности органов КГБ СССР. Известия ЦК КПСС. 1989. 
№ 11 (298). С. 22-26. URL: https://imwerden.de/pdf/izvestiya_ck_kpss_1989_11__ocr.pdf; Хлобустов О. 
КГБ СССР 1954-1991 гг.… С. 346; Голушко Н. В спецслужбах… С. 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 Материалы XIX Всесоюзной конференции Коммунистической партии Советского Союза, 28 июня 
– 1 июля 1988 г. Москва, 1988. 160 с. 
52 SSA SSU. Fund 13. List 1. File 826. P. 3-16. 
53 Trimble J. Spreading the World… P. 5-6; Лісова В. Комунікаційна стратегія радянських спецслужб… 
С. 111. 
54 Plokhy S. The Last Empire: The Final Days of the Soviet Union. New York, 2014. Р. 87; Ремник Д. 
Могила Ленина… С. 367-384; Млечин Л. КГБ. Председатели органов… С. 690-691; Soviet Union: a 
country study / edited by R.E. Zickel. Washington. 1991. 1068 p. URL: 
https://www.loc.gov/resource/frdcstdy.sovietunioncount00zick/?sp=3&st=pdf&pdfPage=1 
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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 reporting55. 

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 light56. 

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. 
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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 departments57. 

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. I want the order on my desk in an hour”58. 

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 consumption59. 

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 appointments60. 

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 centers61. 

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 
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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 openness62. 

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 system63. 

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 situations64. 

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 levels65. 

The order to establish a dedicated ‘public relations’ department66 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 typist67. 

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 
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its operations, and thereby improved public perceptions of the Soviet security 
services68. 

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 television69. 

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 space70. 

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 media71. 
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 coverage72. 

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 appearances73. 

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 
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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”75. 

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 April 4, 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 
means76. 

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 authorities77. 

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 
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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 public80. 

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 performance81. 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 Karbainov82. 

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 out83. 

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 responsibility85. 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 collectives86. 

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”87. 

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 inquiries88. 

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 population89. 

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 KGB90. 

 
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 

                                                
89 SSA SSU. Fund 9. List 2. File 466. P. 60-65; Голушко Н. В спецслужбах… С. 459; Даниленко В. 
Політичні протести… С. 631-633. 
90 Большинство не доверяет КГБ – опрос. Хроника последних дней СССР в новостях «Интерфакса». 
Интерфакс. 1991. 12 октября. URL: https://www.interfax.ru/30years/791977; Сергей Степашин в 
интервью «Интерфаксу»: инициатором ГКЧП было руководство КГБ. Хроника последних дней 
СССР в новостях «Интерфакса». Интерфакс. 1991. 29 августа. URL: 
https://www.interfax.ru/30years/785418 



СУЧАСНА ІСТОРІЯ 275 

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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