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Social constructivism is a view on the nature of subjectivity held by many contemporary social
theorists and those who work in the humanities. In the debates between social constructivists and
essentialists the following issues are under discussion: how do we represent social differences in our
theories without returning to dual hierarchized oppositions? who determines or validates the production
of new research narratives? why should we insist on the rights of individuals to construct their own
stories? do new subject position impact on form – are we dealing with metaphor, representation, or some
kind of «real»? These are complex and charged questions.
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The article discloses the traits of children’s language, most often represented in the speech of infant
fiction characters in order to make the latter differ from the speech of other characters and look authentic.
These traits, forming the typical speech characteristic of a child personage in the English fiction (which
has not yet been studied linguistically), are analyzed at all the language levels: phonetic, lexico-semantic,
word-building and grammatical ones.
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