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Abstract- This study provides a complete narratological analysis of Sriram
Raghavan’s 2018 neo-noir thriller Andhadhun, drawing on Wayne C. Booth’s concept
of unreliable narration and Leon Festinger’s psychology theory of cognitive
dissonance. While plot twists are frequently used in contemporary thrillers to create
suspense, Andhadhun uses a structural deceit that involves the viewers in the
protagonist’s fabrication. This study contends that the film acts as a cognitive
experiment by examining its prologue, protagonist’s performative blindness with an
incompossible ending. It demonstrates that cinematic empathy can overcome logical
scepticism, causing the audience to actively participate in the creation of a false world.
The study concludes that Andhadhun is more than a whodunit; it is a meta-commentary
on the intrinsic manipulability of the cinematic medium.
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. Introduction

The relationship of a filmmaker with its audience is usually governed by a pact of truth.
As seen in the book Narration in the Fiction Film, in the standard Hollywood narrative
approach, the camera represents an objective observer; every scene it reveals is
assumed to be diegetic reality, unless specifically stated to be a hallucination or dream
sequence (Bordwell 24). Andhadhun, directed by Sriram Raghavan, breaks this
agreement inside the first sixty seconds.

The film begins with an acknowledgement to the blind, a seemingly sincere gesture that
frames the story as a monument to resilience. This follows promptly by a prologue
during which a blind hare navigates a cabbage field while being pursued by a hunter,
resulting in a chaotic chain reaction (Raghavan).

Throughout the film, the beginning looks to be a disconnected and strange allegory.
However, a retroactive examination shows it as the master key to the film’s deception.
Itis a narrator-created visualisation rather than an objective event. This study states that
Andhadhun methodically undermines the viewer's ability to recognise reality by
analysing the film through Wayne C. Booth’s concept of the unreliable narrator and
Leon Festinger’s cognitive dissonance. The film proposes that in a lack of objective
verification, the viewers will invariably select the most satisfying narrative, even if it
means ignoring contrary data.
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I1. Theoretical Framework

Wayne C. Booth and the Unreliable Narrator

In The Rhetoric of Fiction (1961), Wayne C. Booth coined the phrase unreliable
narrator to identify a speaker whose trustworthiness has been questioned. As observed
in the book The Rhetoric of Fiction, Booth makes a distinction between narrators who
intentionally deceive the audience and those who unintentionally deceive themselves.
He defines this as a narrator who speaks for or acts in accordance with the norms of the
work (Booth 158-59). A complex narrative is presented by Andhadhun, where the
protagonist Akash lies to the audience about the ending of his story in order to maintain
his moral standing while also lying to the other characters regarding his blindness in
order to grow his artistic career.

Leon Festinger and Cognitive Dissonance

Leon Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance (1957) defines the psychological
tension that occurs when an individual maintains two or more contradicting beliefs. To
alleviate this feeling of pain, the individual may frequently reject fresh knowledge that
contradicts their current views (Festinger 3). In Andhadhun, the viewer becomes
attached to Akash. When he conducts immoral deeds or reveals his lie, the audience
feels dissonance as if | am rooting for a liar. The film brilliantly manipulates this by
presenting justifications (e.g., artistic brilliance) that allow the viewer to resolve the
conflict in Akash’s favour, thereby collaborating in his deception.

I11. Performativity and the Mimesis of Blindness

Andhadhun’s central premise talks about a pianist pretending to be blind. As expressed
in the book Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film, he creates a
distinct narratological tension between mimesis and diegesis (Chatman 146). Akash’s
mimesis entails physically performing blindness, such as using a cane, dark glasses,
and taking hesitant steps. However, the camera regularly betrays Akash’s performance
to the spectator by showing him evading objects or reacting to wordless visual cues
(Raghavan).

This provides a hierarchy of truth while simultaneously adding a layer of theatrical
irony. Akash can be seen taking off his lenses to check his watch or responding when
a child records him. This gives a fictitious sense of security. There are no larger lies
being concealed since the movie reveals Akash’s small lie that he is not blind. The
camera is working in our favour to expose the truth.

This is the main trap in the movie. The director fools the audience into believing the
visual track by letting them catch Akash in his pretended blindness. The camera
faithfully captures Akash’s words when he tells Sophie his story in the last act, when
the action moves to Europe. Throughout the entire movie, the audience has been led to
believe that the camera shows the truth behind the lie, so they don’t critically examine
if as if it’s evident in the book Living to Tell About It: A Rhetoric and Ethics of
Character Narration, where the camera is actually visualising a falsehood (Phelan 105).
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IV. Cognitive Dissonance in the Murder Sequence

The crucible for the viewer’s cognitive dissonance is Pramod Sinha’s murder. Akash
enters a crime scene when he gets to Pramod’s flat for a private performance. He
witnesses Pramod’s body as well as the murderer Simi and her lover. This is where the
sensory-motor schema breaks down. Although Akash perceives the horror, he is unable
to intervene without betraying his own deceit. While the actual reality of the murder
occurs in the background, he performs a virtual performance of tranquillity on the
piano.

The audience is exposed to a moral failure of Akash’s inaction which puts them in a
state of profound conflict. A traditional hero would stop the action and either run away
or step in. Akash puts his own survival and the upkeep of his blind identity ahead of
justice. However, the moment is set up in the movie to evoke empathy rather than
contempt. The movie diverts the audience’s attention from the subject of why he
doesn’t assist by emphasising the suspense of will he be caught? As seen in the book A
Theory of Cognitive Dissonance, this is Festinger’s theory in action, where the audience
reframes the event as a survival thriller, absolving Akash of moral culpability, in order
to overcome the dissonance of supporting a coward (Festinger 18-19).

V. The Incompossible Climax

From a narratological perspective, the film’s conclusion is the conclusive evidence of
Akash's narrative unreliability, despite being the focus of much controversy. Akash
encounters Sophie in Europe years after what happened in Pune. He is using a cane and
dark glasses. He narrates her an account of redemption: Simi died in a strange accident
with the prologue rabbit after Akash saved her from the death of the doctor who
intended to extract her organs.

This sequence is important since it links back to the beginning scene. The hunter’s shot
is mirrored by the rabbit striking Simi’s car. This detail’s specificity of the blind rabbit
is what makes it so obvious. It’s too lyrical, too flawlessly allegorical. It is not a fact; it
is a writer’s conclusion. The narrative is completely destroyed by the last shot, in which
Akash uses his cane to sightedly knock a beverage can out of his path. As said in the
book Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation, this gesture is a paratextual wink (Genette
407). It suggests that:

1. The Story Was False: Simi’s death was probably not an accident. It's unlikely that
the doctor passed away, leaving Akash defenceless. Akash most likely gave the
doctor permission to remove Simi's corneas in order to help him see again, using
the money he received to start a new life in Europe.

2. The Blindness is (Still) a Performance: Akash has regained his vision, but he
continues to perform blindness since it makes him a more compassionate figure to
Sophie and a more intriguing artist to the outside world. This discovery compels a
retrospective reassessment of the whole movie. Was the prologue a lie if the
conclusion is a lie? Was the rabbit authentic? According to the movie, Akash
created the rabbit as a narrative device to give his narrative a karmic balance that
is absent from reality.
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V1. The Ethics of Spectatorship

In the end, Andhadhun is about an unsuspecting audience as much as a dishonest
individual. The movie makes the audience share in the protagonist’s wickedness. The
consequences of Akash’s deceit is overlooked. In addition to showing his sight, Akash
acknowledges the audience’s complicity when he kicks the can. He is aware that Sophie
would rather believe the beautiful lie than the ugly truth about the earned money from
murder and organ harvesting. The audience demonstrates the film’s main thesis that
truth is subordinated to an engaging story by accepting his account without question
until the very end. The viewers are the blind ones, voluntarily ignoring the logical
fallacies.

VII. Conclusion

Sriram Raghavan’s Andhadhun is regarded as a landmark film in Indian cinema for its
nuanced use of narrative theory. The film questions the passive nature of movie
watching by utilising the psychological processes of cognitive dissonance and creating
a tapestry of untrustworthy narration. It proves that the camera is just as capable of
lying as a person. The audience is left in a condition of perpetual uncertainty by the
film, caught between the truth (the can, the cane) and the story (the rabbit, the accident).
In doing so, it makes the claim that the only thing that constitutes actual blindness in
the manufactured world of film is the inability to critically analyse what we see.
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