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Abstract 

The article presents an overview of the theoretical foundations underlying a linguocognitive study of the complex 

concept WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH as a fragment of the English-language naïve and scientific worldviews. 

The inseparable relationship between cognitive and mental processes and their verbalization through language 

determines the linguocognitive perspective of the research and reveals its close connection with psychology, 

neurolinguistics, and cultural studies. 

The notion of a worldview (or picture of the world) is interpreted here in its dual form—as both a naïve and a 

scientific worldview. The survey of theoretical sources provides a rich foundation for scientific inquiry into the 

status of language as a bio-cultural phenomenon and into the problem of human phylogeny, which explains the 

emergence of language as a defining feature of humankind. The study also highlights the bodily rootedness of 

human cognition—and consequently of speech—in interaction with the social dimension of communicative 

activity. 

The results confirm the heuristic value of distinguishing the triadic concept WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH and 

of differentiating between naïve and scientific pictures of the world, as these approaches clarify how linguistic 

knowledge is conceptualized across cognitive and cultural strata. The discussion outlines the potential of extending 

this framework through corpus-based, cognitive-discourse, and neurolinguistic methods, emphasizing its 

interdisciplinary applicability. The conclusion stresses that naïve and scientific worldviews, while distinct in 

epistemological depth, jointly shape a unified model of English linguistic consciousness in which cognition, 

language, and worldview interrelate as integral components of human understanding.  
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The formation of Homo sapiens is inseparable from the evolutionary origin of language (glottogenesis). 

These long and complex processes have attracted the attention of numerous scholars. The anatomical 

development of the human speech apparatus and the parallel growth of the brain constitute the biological 

foundation of language. 

The role of the bodily factor in mental processes – specifically in the perception and conceptualization 

of the environment – is reflected in the theory of grounded cognition. The emergence and progressive 

advancement of human civilization would have been impossible without mechanisms for recording and 

exchanging information within collective activity. The most universal tool enabling this exchange is 

human language, which is examined from various perspectives by cognitive linguistics, the philosophy 

of language, and semiotics. 

This research aims to reveal how both ordinary speakers and linguists conceptualize the phenomenon of 

linguistic communication — what they know about language, its structure, and its functioning. Such 

knowledge forms a corresponding concept, interpreted here as a discrete semantic unit of collective 

consciousness that reflects an element of the ideal world and is preserved in the national memory of 

native speakers as a shared substrate of meaning. 

In our view, this semantic unit of collective consciousness varies considerably depending on the 

composition of the social or professional group under study. Hence, we put forward the following 

hypothesis: the interpretation of the phenomenon of language – together with the inseparable phenomena 

of word and speech – differs substantially in the conceptual and linguistic worldviews of the average 

language user and of the professional linguist. These differences should therefore be reflected in the 

verbalization of two variants of a single, integrated concept – WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH. 

 

2. Aims, Methods and Material 

This article outlines the general prerequisites for a comprehensive study of the verbalized concept 

WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH, as well as the two nominative fields representing the naive and 

scientific English-language worldviews that serve as its analytical focus. The primary aim of the 

research is to compare these two versions of worldview and to demonstrate the absolute 

anthropocentrism underlying both linguistic and cognitive constructions. Special attention is paid to how 

the scope and depth of a speaker’s thesaurus affect their perception and verbalization of the world. 

The material discussed in this article encompasses major publications that explore the neurolinguistic, 

semiotic, cognitive, sociological, and linguocultural dimensions of the complex concept WORD / 

LANGUAGE / SPEECH. The research follows the methodological framework of the modern cognitive 

linguistic paradigm, guided by the key methodological principles of expansionism, explanatoriness, 

anthropocentrism, and functionalism. These principles together ensure that the analysis integrates 

interdisciplinary perspectives and links linguistic phenomena to mental and social processes. 

The theoretical significance of the broader study lies in its contribution to the fields of linguosemiotics, 

cognitive linguistics, linguocultural studies, and theoretical lexicography. Most importantly, the work 

introduces a new theoretical approach that substantiates the coexistence of two distinct modes of 

linguistic comprehension – one typical of ordinary speakers and the other of professional linguists. By 

identifying how the size and organization of a speaker’s lexical and conceptual inventory influence their 

ability to access and use general versus specialized linguistic resources, the study contributes to refining 

the theory of linguistic communication and enriches our understanding of how knowledge is distributed 

and verbalized across different cognitive strata of society. 

3. Language as a bio-cultural phenomenon 

The uniqueness of humankind as a biological species – and what distinguishes it from all other living 

beings – lies primarily in the possession of a second signal system, namely linguistic ability. As 

Kravchenko (2013, p. 97) observes, “as human beings, we are who we are thanks to our immersion in 

the flow of joint activities with others. For humans, a unique feature of such activities is linguistic 

behavior (or simply, language), without which our existence is inconceivable.” Similarly, Maturana 

(1978, p. 29) famously stated: “We, humans, occur in language, and without it we cannot be 

understood.” 
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The problem of glottogenesis, or the evolutionary origin of language, is investigated across numerous 

scientific disciplines. Researchers have sought to identify in primates the cognitive, neurological, and 

social characteristics whose development laid the foundation for the emergence of human language 

(Givón, 2002; Fenk-Oczlon & Fenk, 2002). Studies in the history of glottogenesis suggest the symbiotic 

nature of human language, which functions simultaneously as a biological and a sociocultural entity (see 

Enfield & Levinson, 2006; Lala et al., 2000). This has led scholars such as Evans and Levinson (2009, 

p. 431) to describe human language as “a bio-cultural hybrid, a product of cultural co-evolution over the 

past 400,000 years.” 

Examining the evolution of human speech capacity, Fitch et al. (2005) argue that the key to explaining 

the difference between humans and other species lies in identifying what is special about the human 

ability to produce and interpret speech. They regard this as a uniquely dedicated learning capacity, one 

absent in all other primates. This ability involves meaningfully articulating sound patterns that were 

initially perceived auditorily. Merker (2009) notes that although some birds and mammals display 

rudimentary vocal imitation, only humans have developed full vocal training, or what he calls “the 

tuning of the brain.” 

Pinker and Jackendoff (2005) provide valuable observations on sound imitation and phonetic mastery, 

noting that this ability develops only at a specific age during first-language acquisition. Only a small 

proportion of adults who learn a second language later in life succeed in imitating its phonetic nuances. 

Meanwhile, auditory speech perception begins in infancy: newborns prefer speech sounds to non-speech 

stimuli, which correlates with neurobiological evidence showing that the brain engages distinct neural 

circuits for processing spoken versus non-spoken sounds (Hauser & Fitch, 2003). Givón (2002, p. 19) 

further adds that literate individuals develop a visual recognition area for written words in the left 

hemisphere, specialized for differentiating graphic images. 

The biological basis of language, described by Lenneberg (1991, p. 87), includes the anatomical 

evolution of the speech apparatus, particularly the lowering of the larynx and its right-angle bend relative 

to the trachea, which enabled articulate speech. Simultaneously, the auditory system evolved to perceive 

sounds within the speech frequency range, supported by neural pathways dedicated to speech analysis 

(Evans & Levinson, 2009, p. 434). Hockett (1960) emphasized the role of the auditory-vocal channel, 

anatomically optimized for rapid, asymmetrical signal transmission—where comprehension is roughly 

four times slower than production (Levinson, 2003, p. 28). 

Human language thus arose from a combination of biological preconditions and cognitive development. 

As Penn (2009, p. 463) notes, certain precursors for linguistic behavior existed only in humans, 

including neural mechanisms linking articulatory gestures with conceptual representations – that is, the 

linguistic sign as “a system of connections between the idea of articulatory gestures (the external form 

of the sign) and the idea of a corresponding element of external reality (its meaning)” (Calvin & 

Bickerton, 2000, p. 93). 

Evans (2014, p. 26) argues that language emerged as a result of cooperative intelligence and external 

environmental pressures that stimulated its development over two million years ago. Its hybrid character 

manifests in two ways. First, the bodily foundation of cognition, emphasized in Barsalou’s (2003) theory 

of grounded cognition, affirms that perception and conceptualization depend on embodied experience. 

Second, the biological system of the human organism is fine-tuned to specific linguistic structures, while 

these structures themselves are products of historical and cultural evolution (Evans & Levinson, 2009, 

p. 446). 

Language is also inherently social. As Burlak (2012, p. 19) remarks, most researchers regard language 

as a social phenomenon that organizes human life through group interaction. The biological dimension 

reappears even here, notably in the role of mirror neurons, which in humans are widely distributed across 

cortical areas and play a central role in empathy and the anticipation of others’ actions (Chernygovskaya, 

2006, p. 86). 

The cultural and social dimensions of this hybrid are equally crucial. Although the ability for language 

acquisition is innate, its realization depends on specific developmental and environmental conditions. 

Lenneberg (1991, p. 18) observed that a child’s linguistic capacity can develop only in the presence of 

a linguistic social environment and within a critical period. Phonetic acquisition is most plastic up to 

about five years of age, grammatical development continues until roughly twelve, while lexical learning 

remains open-ended (MacWhinney, 2005). For second-language learning, these windows are sensitive 

rather than critical (Zhabotynska, 2018, p. 108). 
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Chomsky (1980) maintained that humans are not predisposed to learn any particular language, but rather 

possess a universal capacity for language learning — a claim supported by the immense diversity of 

human languages and the fundamental ability to acquire any of them. 

 

4. Language as a social phenomenon 

Pagel (2000) notes that humanity currently speaks between five and eight thousand languages, though 

prior to Western colonization there were approximately 15,000, and he estimates that in earlier epochs 

there may have been as many as half a million. Despite this vast diversity, language serves as a universal 

reflection of human nature. Pinker (1994, p. 187) aptly describes language as “a window into human 

nature,” revealing the profound and universal qualities of human thought and emotion. In turn, 

metaphors – those “logically anomalous” linguistic forms – serve as enduring traces of ancient syncretic 

thought (Pimenov, 2004, p. 72). 

Although language preserves the vestiges of past states, it remains a dynamic and self-renewing system. 

Linguistic phenomena have neither constant nature nor constant form: they are subject to continuous 

change, and the linguistic system as a whole is inherently variable. Similarly, McMurray and Wasserman 

(2009, p. 460) define language succinctly as “behavior that develops in culture and evolves with it.” 

However, as Buniyatova (2018, p. 35) reminds us, language change does not occur uniformly across all 

structural levels. Some, such as grammar, are more conservative and evolve at a slower pace, often 

marking the final stage in the formation of a literary norm. Pikhtovnikova (2018, p. 155) echoes this 

view, noting that “the lexical layer of the English language demonstrates high dynamism, while its 

grammatical structure remains relatively stable.” In terms of linguosynergetics, she refers to these 

processes as “different speeds” within the megasystem of language. 

The study of linguistic evolution – its mechanisms and directions – therefore provides essential insight 

into contemporary usage, informing both general linguistics and cognitive linguistics (Iraide, 2004). 

Yet, as Manakin (2008, p. 5) argues, linguistic evolution should not obscure the underlying continuity 

of language and world structure: 

“At the level of deep awareness of the symmetry between language and the world lies the ancient idea 

of the unity of all being – visible and invisible, material and ideal, physical and metaphysical.” 

This position resonates with Stepanov’s (2001, p. 921) assertion that “language reflects the millennial 

knowledge of the world, and the world itself is mirrored in language; in this sense, the world and its 

linguistic reflection form a single, unified reality.” In alignment with this, cognitive linguistics views 

language as “a repository of world knowledge—a structured system of semantic categories enabling 

both the assimilation of new experience and the preservation of old” (Geeraerts & Cuyckens, 2012, p. 

4). 

Thus, language operates as a social, historical, and cognitive system, simultaneously preserving 

inherited meanings and adapting to the communicative needs of changing societies. Its dual nature – 

anchored in both continuity and transformation – makes it an inexhaustible source of data for 

understanding the interaction between human cognition, culture, and the collective evolution of thought. 

 

5. Language and Cognition 

According to the leading principle of anthropocentrism in the modern humanities, understanding the 

unity of the universe and the central position of the human being within it is crucial. As Boldyrev (2019, 

p. 343) observes: 

“The world around us is a network of relationships. At the center of this relationship is the person, their 

consciousness, and its interaction with the world. The main role in this interaction belongs to linguistic 

communication: the person learns about the world, communicates with it, and navigates it primarily by 

means of language.” 

Reflecting on the philosophical foundations of modern linguistics, Manerko (2008, p. 118) maintains 

that cognitive-discursive linguistics brings us closer to understanding the nature of cognition and 

knowledge, as well as the mechanisms of human thinking – since all of these manifest through linguistic 

activity. Indeed, linguistic activity constitutes one of the key manifestations of human cognition and 

cannot be separated from perception, attention, or categorization (Wierzbicka, 2010). 
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Radbil (2013, p. 30) highlights the close interdependence of cognition and verbal expression, noting that 

“no matter how rich and diverse the world may be, a person perceives and understands only those 

phenomena for which there are verbal designations.” Similarly, Kirilina (2009, p. 67), reviewing trends 

in modern cognitivism, points out that postmodern linguists “recognize the world as accessible only 

through linguistic forms, since reality is always mediated by discursive practice.” However, this claim 

may be overly categorical: many phenomena are indeed perceived by humans without being 

linguistically labeled and thus are not necessarily mediated by discourse. 

Recent neurolinguistic studies also challenge the idea of strictly localized speech centers in the brain, 

suggesting instead that language is distributed across cortical regions – just like memory or abstract 

thinking. Barsalou (2011, p. 6) differentiates between “dynamic information processing (on-line 

processing)” – including perception, categorization, and inference – and “long-term processing (off-line 

processing),” encompassing memory, language, and thought. In this framework, language operates as a 

mental phenomenon, a dynamic and distributed cognitive process. 

Fauconnier (1999) metaphorically describes language as “the tip of the cognitive iceberg”: we perceive 

only its visible portion – the words – while the larger mass of conceptual structure remains submerged 

within common sense and implicit cognition. Smith (1989, p. 501) adds that concepts enable people to 

transfer past experience to new contexts; though life situations never recur identically, the conceptual 

knowledge accumulated through language allows the reuse of prior insights. 

Consequently, language should not be viewed merely as a mirror of reality, but as a powerful instrument 

of cognition. Kharitonchik (2009, p. 421) emphasizes that “the essence of language lies in expressing 

human thought as a product of cognitive activity,” a view echoed by Tsurikova (2009, p. 79), who 

describes language as both a fundamental capacity of the human brain and the primary medium for 

transmitting knowledge. 

Luria (1978, p. 37) expressed this duality poetically in his seminal work Language and Consciousness: 

“The great advantage of a person endowed with language is that the world is doubled. A human being 

possesses two worlds: one of directly perceived objects and another of images, relations, and qualities 

denoted by words. These images can be named arbitrarily, independent of their physical presence.” 

This “double world” naturally leads to the central role of the speaker, who, as Manaenko (2013, p. 282) 

observes, “as a thinking subject establishes connections, linking certain entities.” The notion of speaker 

here should be interpreted broadly, as a collective designation for the linguistic community. As Levitsky 

(2004, p. 69) notes, “the meanings of linguistic units derive from conceptual schemas that are fixed in, 

and operate within, the collective consciousness of the language’s speakers.” 

Many scholars (Barsalou, 2011; Zwaan, 2004) argue that an adequate psychological description of 

lexical meaning must include encyclopedic knowledge – the broad, culturally embedded information 

associated with a word. Cruse (2002) similarly claims that lexical items serve as gateways to 

encyclopedic knowledge. Expanding on this, Boldyrev (2019, p. 169) writes: 

“Language is a means of preserving and acquiring knowledge about the surrounding world. The 

linguistic system itself embodies a certain vision of reality, offering an understanding of its essence and 

phenomena. Accordingly, each linguistic sign functions as a semiotic device for compactly storing and 

transmitting both encyclopedic and linguistic information.” 

In this respect, Morris’s (1966, p. 82) remark on semiotics remains strikingly relevant: 

“There is nothing far-fetched in asserting that the concept of the sign may be as fundamental to the 

human sciences as the concept of the atom is to physics or the cell to biology.” 

Thus, cognition, consciousness, and language form an integrated triad – biologically grounded, socially 

mediated, and symbolically expressed – through which human beings not only reflect but also construct 

their world. 

 

6. Language and the Picture of the World 



6 Iryna Kolegaevaa et al. / Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 22(1) (2026) 1-13 

© 2021 JLLS and the Authors - Published by JLLS. 

Mechkovskaya (2018, pp. 379–381) identifies a fundamental distinction between two entities associated 

with word semantics: lexical meaning and scientific concept. Lexical meanings are represented in 

explanatory dictionaries, whereas the contents of scientific concepts are captured in encyclopedic ones. 

This distinction thus corresponds to the division between the linguistic and scientific pictures of the 

world. 

Susov (2007, p. 30) elaborates on the dual orientation of language: on one hand, it refers to objective 

reality, and on the other, it creates “a world of images built between reality and the human mind,” 

forming a structured body of knowledge that together constitutes a model – or picture – of the world. 

Similarly, Maslova (2008, p. 56) defines this picture as “a secondary existence of the world, recorded 

and realized in a specific material form—language.” Alefirenko (2005, p. 13) approaches the issue from 

another perspective, distinguishing between a mental (logical) picture of reality and its linguistic 

embodiment, noting that each language “transforms the results of mental activity in its own way, 

creating additional meanings and nuances.” 

The study of worldviews and world models remains central in contemporary linguistics, linguocultural 

studies, and ethnopsychology. As Mechkovskaya (2004, p. 379) recalls, following Wilhelm von 

Humboldt, philosophy after 1835 established the notion that each language represents a unique 

interpretation of the world—what she terms the horizontal (diatopic) or ethnospecific diversity of 

worldview, later referred to as “pictures of the world.” 

Our present analysis focuses exclusively on the English-language worldview, making this horizontal 

dimension less relevant. Instead, we draw upon Mechkovskaya’s concept of vertical differentiation, 

which distinguishes naïve, scientific, philosophical, and religious worldviews. It is within this 

framework that we explore the verbalized complex concept WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH, viewed 

as a fragment of both the naïve and scientific English pictures of the world. 

Polinichenko (2007, p. 244) similarly emphasizes that the concept language must be studied in relation 

to the types of consciousness in which it manifests – namely, everyday linguistic consciousness and 

specialized scientific consciousness. This distinction underpins the analysis of how speakers 

conceptualize language depending on their cognitive and cultural background. 

When examining speaker consciousness, it is essential to consider internal speech – the unvoiced, 

subjective form of linguistic processing. Zhinkin (1982, p. 93) defines it as neither wholly discrete nor 

fully continuous, but as a unique “subjective code” that exists below the threshold of articulation. In 

parallel, Pinker (1994, p. 82) employs the term mentalese, describing it as an internal “language of 

thought” whereby knowing a language means being able to translate mental representations into verbal 

sequences. 

While the realm of internal consciousness (lingua mentalis) remains inaccessible to observation, our 

study addresses externalized language (lingua vocalis), focusing on how the concept WORD / 

LANGUAGE / SPEECH is verbalized within the nominative field we have developed. 

Boldyrev (2019, p. 32) distinguishes between thematic concepts, which represent scientific knowledge, 

and operational concepts, which reflect everyday cognition. Yet we view these not as distinct entities 

but as differing depths of comprehension of the same underlying phenomenon – the complex concept 

WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH. 

Selivanova (2010, p. 488) likewise contrasts the naïve and scientific pictures of the world: the former 

presents a simplified, schematic interpretation of reality, while the latter synthesizes empirical research 

and the accumulated worldview experience of humankind. Maslova (2004, p. 68) remains skeptical of 

the naïve worldview, regarding it as “claiming absolute truth, yet capable of deviating indefinitely from 

what science regards as objective reality.” 

As Berestnev (2009, p. 143) observes, language has ceased to be merely an object of study—it has 

become a key source for understanding human cognition. Prykhodko (2016, p. 50) adds that “words 

through which information about reality is transmitted reflect not the object itself, but the image shaped 

in the speaker’s mind.” From this it follows that tracing meaning from word to concept reveals the 

speaker’s vision of the world, and hence, the difference between naïve and scientific verbalizations of 

the same referent. 
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This perspective allows us to view explanatory and specialized dictionaries as valuable instruments for 

reconstructing these differing conceptualizations. By comparing the interpretations of the same lexical 

units across general and scientific dictionaries, we can identify two distinct yet interrelated worldviews 

– the naïve and the scientific – each reflecting varying depths of theoretical understanding. 

In our framework, the term concept refers to the complex concept WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH, 

encompassing the nuclear concepts word, language, and speech. Each contributes to the structure of the 

whole and is analyzed in two dimensions: as a fragment of the naïve picture of the world and as a 

fragment of the scientific picture of the world. 

 

7. Language and Concept 

The study of concepts represents a relatively recent but rapidly developing branch of philological 

research. In Wierzbicka’s (1999, p. 18) formulation, “a concept is an object from the world of the Ideal 

that has a name in language.” In other words, a concept constitutes a dispersed mental formation that, 

while “scattered among linguistic signs,” is realized through various verbal means (Слышкин, 2004, p. 

42). 

Prykhodko (2013, p. 16) notes that a defining feature of any concept is the presence of multiple 

“entrances” to it – different linguistic pathways through which the concept can be accessed and 

expressed. Consequently, it may be realized at several linguistic levels, including lexemes, idioms, 

phrases, and sentences. This multidimensionality confirms the complex semiotic nature of conceptual 

structures in language. 

Lakoff and Johnson (1999, pp. 103-110) identify several levels of conceptual embodiment, with the 

highest – the level of the cognitive subconscious – governing the structuring of mental operations and 

enabling all conscious human experience. This level encompasses every process associated with 

linguistic activity: phonetics, morphology, syntax, semantics, and discourse. Cognitive linguistics thus 

views the language system not merely as a code, but as an embodied reflection of human thought. 

A number of scholars, including Harder (2003) and Tomasello (2003), emphasize that the experiential 

orientation of cognitive linguistics implies the inherently social and cultural nature of cognition. 

Language emerges not in isolation but through continuous interaction within a speech community. For 

this reason, Berthele (2001) insists on closer integration between cognitive linguistics and 

sociolinguistics, while Evans (2012) highlights the discipline’s intersection with cognitive psychology 

and the so-called “brain sciences,” particularly cognitive neuroscience. 

For a researcher investigating the conceptual structure of a given language, lexicographic sources play 

a central role. Explanatory dictionaries serve as empirical repositories for identifying nominative units 

that represent the target concept. However, as Boldyrev (2000, p. 35) observes, dictionary definitions of 

the same lexeme often differ across sources—demonstrating that “the content of a concept can never be 

completely fixed, since each word captures only a fragment of its conceptual characteristics.” This is 

especially relevant to polysemous lexemes, which are frequently divided into sememes differently by 

various dictionaries, reflecting diverse interpretive traditions rather than objective discreteness. 

These observations underscore the necessity, in conceptual research, of constructing a nominative field 

– a network of lexical units that name the concept itself and the phenomena associated with it. Such a 

field represents a semantic continuum, within which one can identify localized “semantic clusters” 

(Приходько, 2013, p. 177). As Prykhodko explains, this notion arose from the recognition that lexical 

meaning lacks rigid boundaries; hence, words connected by shared semantic components can be 

organized into fields (ibid., p. 176). 

Polinichenko (2007, p. 243) further remarks that the concept language possesses “sufficient semantic 

density” and a high degree of nominative diffusion, reflected in the extensive number of secondary 

meanings attached to its core term. Our own data confirm this observation: the analyzed lexemes word, 

language, and speech form densely interconnected semantic networks that both overlap and diverge 

across naïve and scientific worldviews. 

Thus, studying the verbalized concept involves tracing these connections and identifying how linguistic 

signs encode various dimensions of human understanding. In this way, the field approach not only 
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reveals the internal organization of a concept but also demonstrates the dynamic relationship between 

language, cognition, and culture – the very triad through which the world is conceptualized, named, and 

continually reinterpreted. 

 

8. Results 

The results of this theoretical investigation demonstrate the methodological and cognitive advantages of 

distinguishing both the triad WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH and the two interpretive levels of the 

English worldview – the naïve and the scientific. 

First, isolating the triadic concept allows for a comprehensive understanding of linguistic 

communication as an integrated phenomenon encompassing three interdependent dimensions: the word 

as a minimal semantic and nominative unit, language as a systemic and social structure, and speech as 

a processual and individual realization of that system. Their joint examination makes it possible to trace 

the continuum between cognition, linguistic code, and communicative act, thus providing a more precise 

framework for exploring the anthropocentric nature of linguistic knowledge. 

Second, differentiating between naïve and scientific worldviews reveals significant epistemic contrasts 

in how language is conceptualized and verbalized. The naïve picture reflects experiential, associative, 

and value-based interpretations, while the scientific one demonstrates abstraction, generalization, and 

systematicity characteristic of professional metalinguistic reflection. Establishing this dual perspective 

has proven essential for identifying how linguistic knowledge functions both as everyday cognitive 

content and as a formalized object of scholarly description. 

Finally, the integration of these two perspectives contributes to a fuller reconstruction of English 

linguistic consciousness. The comparison of their respective nominative fields highlights overlapping 

semantic structures and shared conceptual cores, confirming that naïve and scientific cognition represent 

two complementary modes of perceiving and structuring linguistic reality rather than mutually exclusive 

categories. 

9. Discussion 

The discussion section outlines the methodological implications and potential directions for further 

research arising from the analysis. The formation of a nominative field for the triadic concept WORD / 

LANGUAGE / SPEECH, grounded in lexicographic data, has proven to be an effective tool for mapping 

the boundaries of the linguistic worldview. It allows researchers to identify how lexical meanings, 

idiomatic expressions, and paraphrastic definitions encode collective linguistic experience. 

Further investigation should extend this approach through the use of corpus-based and cognitive-

discourse methods. These would make it possible to trace how the triadic concept is represented in 

authentic English discourse, particularly in educational, scientific, and media texts. Expanding the data 

beyond lexicography will enrich the empirical base and demonstrate how dynamic social and cultural 

contexts influence the evolution of linguistic conceptualization. 

In addition, integrating psycholinguistic and neurolinguistic evidence would deepen the understanding 

of how speakers process and internalize these conceptual units at the mental level. This interdisciplinary 

perspective would link language system analysis with cognitive mechanisms, reflecting the epistemic 

unity of linguistic, psychological, and cultural dimensions. 

Hence, the theoretical and methodological framework proposed here – combining the triadic conceptual 

model with the naïve/scientific dichotomy – provides a promising foundation for future comparative 

and applied studies in cognitive linguistics, lexicography, and language education. 

10. Conclusion 
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The study confirms that language is not merely a communicative tool but a bio-cultural phenomenon 

rooted in both human cognition and social interaction. The analysis of theoretical and lexicographic 

sources has revealed that cognition, communication, and linguistic representation constitute 

interdependent elements of a unified anthropocentric continuum. 

The complex concept WORD / LANGUAGE / SPEECH serves as a focal point for understanding how 

linguistic knowledge is organized and transmitted within a speech community. The distinction between 

naïve and scientific pictures of the world illuminates the dual nature of this conceptualization – one 

grounded in collective everyday experience, the other in analytical and theoretical reflection. 

Ultimately, these findings support the conclusion that the naïve and scientific worldviews are not 

oppositional but complementary. Their interplay enables a deeper comprehension of how English 

speakers conceptualize and verbalize the fundamental phenomena of word, language, and speech—not 

merely as linguistic constructs but as instruments of cognition, culture, and worldview formation. 
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