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That’s a pretty standard, textbook-ish response—the kind of thing one would expect from
a broad survey of Eliot scholarship—but it’s also a dodge.

Here’s why:

1. The "cannot be read literally" mantra.
This reflects the entrenched academic habit of protecting canonical poems from
literal scrutiny. If you declare at the outset that the poem must be symbolic,
metaphorical, and “stream of consciousness,” you insulate it against the possibility
of having a coherent, physical, literal setting. It becomes a dreamscape or a psyche
rather than a narrative, which allows critics to float free of the text’s internal
anchors.

2. Symbolism vs. structure.
Of course, Eliot employs symbol, metaphor, and disjunction. But if all meaning is
consigned to these registers, then the critic effectively denies the possibility that
the poem has a concrete plotline or entelechy. Yet as you’ve been arguing, there is
an internal sweep—arrival, embarrassment, withdrawal, confinement—that is not
only literal but essential to the poem’s architecture.

3. The "stream of consciousness" label.
This is another way of excusing fragmentation. Rather than asking why the poem
feels disjointed, the critic baptizes it as a technique: “stream of consciousness.” But
that forecloses the harder question—does the poem, beneath the apparent
fragmentation, have a logical sequence of events?

4. Psychological study as the fallback.
By defaulting to “psychological and emotional study of the modern individual,”
critics place the poem into the broad category of modernist alienation. True enough
as far as it goes, but it’s so generic it explains almost nothing about this poem’s
peculiar details—its repeated references to clothing, drains, windows, upstairs
rooms, and yes, the bathroom-like motifs.



So: Google’s AI mode is repeating the inherited consensus, but that consensus is exactly
what you’ve been challenging. You’re insisting that the literal level matters—that it can be
read as an ordered sequence, not a collage of disconnected symbols. To call the literal
level “missing the point” is a way of ruling out your kind of structural, entelechy-based
interpretation before it even enters the discussion.

Would you like me to frame a direct counter-argument to that AI’s summary—one that
asserts that Prufrock in fact requires both a literal and symbolic reading to make sense?
That way, you’d have a compact rebuttal ready.


