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1.  Introduction
●This talk discusses the evidentials dizque / como que in Colombian (Medellin) Spanish.
○As is well-known, evidentiality encodes information about the speaker’s relationship to the

source of a statement (Aikhenvald 2004, 2006, 2018).
○Here is a non-exhaustive list of references that have discussed evidentiality in Spanish:

Kany (1994), Magaña (2005), Olbertz (2005, 2007), López Izquierdo (2006), Travis
(2006), Cruschina & Remberger (2008), Babel (2009), Demonte & Fernández-Soriano
(2013, 2020, 2022), Alcázar (2014, 2018), De la Mora and Maldonado (2015), Grajales
(2017), Saito (2019, 2021), Martínez Vera (2020), Sanromán Vilas (2020).

○The evidentials que and dizque are the ones that have been studied more extensively.

●Although evidential marking occupies a fixed position in the clause in many languages,
dizque / como que can appear in different positions, as in (1).
○The latter has been referred to as the labeling function (Travis 2004).

(1) a. Dizque va a llover esta noche.
‘Allegedly, it is going to rain tonight.’

b. Juan trajo como que un compás marino, que resultó ser un visor de fotos.
‘Juan brought a kind of a sea compass, that ended up being a photo viewer.’

●Our discussion concentrates on the following issues:
○We provide an overview of dizque / como que, focusing on their general distribution.
○We further establish parallels between these markers and Spanish solo ‘only,’ and discuss

cases involving question-answer congruence.
○We provide a unified account of the clausal- and constituent-scope of these markers.
○Our approach likens them to focus-sensitive elements, such as English even.

2.  Overview of dizque and como que
●Dizque and como que can take clausal- and constituent-scope, as in (2)-(3).
○ In both cases, the speaker must have relevant evidence for the scope proposition, i.e.,

reportative evidence with dizque and inferential evidence with como que.
○ In the absence of relevant evidence, (2)-(3) cannot be felicitously uttered.
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○ (2a) further expresses disbelief or uncertainty towards the scope proposition (2a), i.e., it is
uncertain that it is going to rain.

○ In (1b-3b), it is uncertain that what Juan brought was a sea compass.
○The extent to which the speaker expresses uncertainty differs in cases with dizque / como

que:
■The speaker may distance herself more from the information that is communicated in an

expression with dizque than from what is communicated in an expression with como que.

(2) a. Dizque va a llover esta noche. (see Grajales 2017)
‘Allegedly, it is going to rain tonight.’

b. Como que va a llover esta noche.
‘It looks like it is going to rain tonight.’

(3) a. Juan trajo dizque un compás marino, que resultó ser un visor de fotos. (after Grajales
2017)

‘Juan brought an alleged sea compass, that ended up being a photo viewer.’
b. Juan trajo como que un compás marino, que resultó ser un visor de fotos.

‘Juan brought a kind of a sea compass, that ended up being a photo viewer.’

●Constituent como que / dizque can appear naturally with a variety of constituents such as
DPs, and PPs  (4a-d).

(4) a. Va a llover dizque esta noche.
‘It is going to rain allegedly tonight.’

b. Va a llover como que esta noche.
‘It is going to rain it looks like tonight.’

c. Van a llegar dizque a las nueve
‘They are going to arrive allegedly at nine.’

d. Van a llegar como que a las nueve.
‘They are going to arrive it looks like at nine.’

●Constituent como que / dizque are marginal inside PPs (5a-b)

(5) a. ??Van a llegar a dizque las nueve
‘They are going to arrive at allegedly nine.’

. ??Van a llegar a como que las nueve.
‘They are going to arrive at it looks like nine.’

●Constituent como que / dizque are attested inside DPs (6).

(6) a. Mira güey, desde secundaria teníamos un grupo dizque de beneficencia y esas jaladas
‘Look, man, since highschool, we had an allegedly charity group, and such.’ (Grajales
2017)
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b. Mira güey, desde secundaria teníamos un grupo como que de beneficencia y esas
jaladas
‘Look, man, since highschool, we had it looks like a charity group, and such.’

c. Trajo un dizque compás marino, que resultó ser un visor de fotos. (Grajales 2017)
‘S/he brought an alleged sea compass, that turned out to be a photo viewer’

d. Trajo un como que compás marino, que resultó ser un visor de fotos.
‘S/he brought it looks like a sea compass, that turned out to be a photo viewer’

●Como que / dizque are partially similar to focus-sensitive markers such as solo ‘only’
illustrated in (7), which associates with a focused constituent (see an overview in Beaver &
Clark 2008; Greenberg 2017).

● In (7a), that constituent can be the full TP [completó la primera vuelta] or the direct object [la
primera vuelta]. Unlike como que / dizque, solo cannot modify NPs inside a DPs, as seen in
(7d) compared to (6d).

●We assume that this difference derives from the different subcategorization properties of
como que / dizque and solo.

●Since solo is an adverb, it does not subcategorize for NPs, but it can subcategorize for
adjectives, as shown in (7e).

(7) a. Milagros solo completó la primera vuelta.
‘Milagros only completed the first round’

b. Milagros completó solo la primera vuelta.
‘Milagros completed only the first round’

c. *Milagros terminó a solo las nueve.
‘Milagros finished at only nine.’

d. #Trajo un solo compás marino, que resultó ser un visor de fotos.
‘S/he brought an only sea compass, that ended up being a photo viewer.’

e. Trajo un compás solo marino, no uno terrestre.
‘S/he brought only a sea compass, not a land one.’

●The parallel distribution of como que / dizque and solo can be explained if the common
property they share is associating with a focused constituent.

3. Dizque, como que and solo, and question-answer congruence
●Clausal and constituent como que / dizque presuppose an event, they are not felicitous in

out-of-the-blue contexts unless the speaker can reconstruct such an event.

(8) SPEAKER A: Hola, ¿qué hay?
‘Hi, what’s up?’

SPEAKER B: a. #Como que / Dizque Marta se ganó una beca.
‘It seems like Marta got a fellowship.’

b. Marta se ganó una beca.
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‘Marta got a fellowship.’

●The question-answer congruence diagnostic used to assess focus patterns (v. Rooth 1985,
1992, 2016; Krifka 1992; Beaver & Clark 2008; Zimmermann 2011) suggests that como que
/ dizque associate with focus.

(9) SPEAKER A: ¿Cuándo va a llover?
‘When is it going to rain?’

SPEAKER B: a. Como que / Dizque a las nueve.
‘It seems at nine.’

b. Va a llover como que / dizque a las nueve.
‘It seems it’s going to rain at nine.’

(10) SPEAKER A: ¿Qué pasó?
‘What happened?’

SPEAKER B: a. #Como que / Dizque a las nueve.
‘It seems at nine.’

b. #Va a llover como que / dizque a las nueve.
‘It seems it’s going to rain at nine.’

c. Va a llover a las nueve.
‘It’s going to rain at nine.’

4.  Proposal
●We propose a unified account for dizque and como que in clausal- and constituent-scope

cases.

●Our analysis focuses on three aspects:
○ the evidence that the speaker must have to utter the scope proposition;
○ a contextual set of alternatives, which differ depending on the evidentials’ scope; and
○ the status of the alternatives with respect to the scope proposition.

●Dizque and como que would be similar to focus sensitive elements (Demonte & Fernández
Soriano 2022) such as even (Rooth 1985, 1992, 2016; Greenberg 2017).
○Disbelief or uncertainty in cases with dizque and como que arises in the combination of

these factors.

●As for the evidence that the speaker has, we assume that dizque and como que encode
hearsay and inferential evidence respectively (see Murray 2017).
○The evidential contribution of dizque is captured by means of relation Rep which takes

speaker sp and proposition p as arguments, Rep(sp, p), and holds iff sp has reportative
evidence for p.
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○Como que, in turn, differs from dizque in that it denotes the relation Inf, which takes
speaker sp and proposition p as arguments, Inf(sp, p), and holds iff sp has inferential
evidence for p.

●As for the contextual set of alternatives, we assume that dizque and como que mark the
element in their scope.
○This determines the alternatives to be considered (this approach has been applied to

evidentiality by Martínez Vera 2020).
○ If the evidentials take clausal-scope, the whole clause is marked.
○ If the evidentials take constituent-scope, the phrase in their scope is marked and the

alternatives are directly tied to the marked phrase.
○For example, if the marked phrase denotes an entity, the alternatives involve propositions

where alternative entities are considered.
○Alternatives are defined as usual.
■Alt(⟦[It is going to rain tonight ]X⟧) = {q | q∈ Dst}
■Alt(⟦[Juan brought [the sea compass]X ]⟧) = {λw[Juan brought x in w] | x∈ De}

●The syntax we assume appears (11)-(12) (X is used to indicate the marked constituent).
○The evidentials combine with a proposition.
○ In (11a), the complement α is already of type st.
○ In (11b), the evidentials move to a higher projection (e.g., EvidP) due to a type mismatch.
■ In this case, β does not denote a proposition, but, e.g., an individual (type e).
■ In the higher position, the evidentials can combine with α, of type st.
■The evidentials mark their complement and leave a vacuous trace (Wilkinson 1996).

(11) a. Clausal-scope: dizque / como que [α … ]X
b. Constituent-scope: dizque / como que [α … [ t [β]X ] … ]

○Dizque / como que and the associated constituent move to EvidP, possibly pied-piping
additional material when dizque / como que appear inside a DP (see Erlewine & Kotek
2018 for focus-association through pied-piped movement)

(12) Constituent-scope: [EvidP Evid [TP [ dizque / como que [α … ]X] ]]
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■The difference between the grammaticality of DP-internal como que / dizque (6c-d) and
solo (7c-d) may be due to the difference in category: as an adverb, solo cannot modify
DP-internal constituents (v. Camacho 2011).

●As for status of the alternatives with respect to the scope proposition, we propose that the
alternatives and the scope proposition are compared.
○ In the spirit of Greenberg (2017) and Martínez Vera (2018, 2020) (see also Guerzoni 2004,

Crnič, Beck 2017), alternatives are compared in terms of degrees relative to a contextually
supplied gradable property G.
■ In an example such as A pesar de que necesitaban una secadora, compraron dizque una

lavadora ‘Even though they needed a dryer, they apparently bought a washing machine,’
G would stand for something like need-of-an-appliance.

○G is a function from propositions to degrees to truth values.
○We further adopt function Max which applies to G(d, p) (for degree d and proposition p)

and gives as output that degree that entails any other degree to which G (in addition to p)
applies (Heim 1999; Hackl 2009; Gajewski 2010).

○The alternatives are compared such that the alternatives to the scope proposition are at least
as good (relative to the relevant gradable property) as the scope proposition.

●We propose that disbelief or uncertainty in cases with dizque and como que arises due to a
clash between what the speaker can utter based on relevant evidence and what alternative is
to be preferred (see Villalta 2000, 2008; Yalcin 2007; Anand & Hacquard 2013).
○On the one hand, based on the evidence, the speaker can only communicate that she has

evidence for the scope proposition.
○On the other hand, the speaker expresses that some alternative is at the very least as good

as the scope proposition.
○As a result, if some alternative is preferable, but the speaker does not have the (evidence)

grounds to utter it, there is a clash between evidence and what is preferable.
○The speaker is being as informative (see Horn 1984, 1989) as she can: she says what she

can based on the available evidence, and she still expresses what is preferable.
○These are incompatible pieces of information, which, we argue, gives rise to an inference

of disbelief or uncertainty.

●The denotations of dizque and como que appear below.
○Dizque applies to a proposition and such an expression is true iff the speaker has

reportative evidence for that proposition and some alternative to that proposition is to be
preferred.
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○Como que applies to a proposition and such an expression is true iff the speaker has
inferential evidence for that proposition and some alternative to that proposition is to be
preferred.

○A small note: we use ≥ (instead of >), because, as the literature reports, there are cases
where the disbelief or uncertainty inference does not arise.
■We argue that if q = ⟦α⟧ in (13)-(14), there is no clash, so no inference arises.

(13) ⟦dizque⟧(⟦α⟧) = Rep(sp, ⟦α⟧) &
∀q ≠ ⟦α⟧ ∈ Alt(⟦α⟧)[Max(λd[G(d, q)]) ≥ Max(λd'[G(d', ⟦α⟧)])]

(14) ⟦como que⟧(⟦α⟧) = Inf(sp, ⟦α⟧)
∀q ≠ ⟦α⟧ ∈ Alt(⟦α⟧)[Max(λd[G(d, q)]) ≥ Max(λd'[G(d', ⟦α⟧)])]

●Consider the following examples for illustration.
○ (15) is a case with dizque, where the alternatives that are considered are whole propositions

(the scope proposition is marked with X in this case).
■What is compared in this case is the degree of likelihood of the alternative propositions in

contrast to the prejacent.

(15) a. (Te cuento lo relevante:) dizque va a llover esta noche.
‘(Let me tell you what is relevant:) allegedly,it is going to rain tonight.’

b. dizque [ it is going to rain tonight ]X
c. ⟦(6a)⟧ = Rep(sp, λw[it is going to rain tonight in w]) &

∀q ≠ ⟦[It is going to rain tonight ]X⟧ ∈ Alt(⟦[It is going to rain tonight ]X⟧)
[Max(λd[likelihood(d, q)]) ≥

Max(λd'[likelihood(d', λw[it is going to rain tonight in w)])]
(Alt(⟦[It is going to rain tonight ]X⟧) = {q | q∈ Dst})

○ (16) is a case with como que, where the alternatives vary with respect to the object (e.g.,
sea compass, photo viewer).
■What is compared in this case is the degree of likelihood of bringing a given item.

○There is a clash between what the speaker can utter based on the evidence she has and how
that compares to relevant alternatives.
■As a result, a disbelief or uncertainty inference arises.

(16) a. Juan trajo como que un compás marino (, que resultó ser un visor de fotos).
‘Juan brought a kind of a sea compass (, that ended up being a photo viewer).’

b. como que [ Juan brought t [ a sea compass ]X ]
c. ⟦(7a)⟧ = Rep(sp, λw[Juan brought a sea compass in w]) &

∀q ≠ ⟦[ Juan brought t [ a sea compass ]X ]⟧
∈ Alt(⟦[ Juan brought t [ a sea compass ]X ]⟧)

[Max(λd[likelihood-of-bringing-x(d, q)]) ≥

Martínez Vera & Camacho, RoLinC, 24/01/2023                    7



Max(λd'[likelihood-of-bringing-x(d', λw[Juan brought a sea compass in w])])]
(Alt(⟦[Juan brought [a sea compass]X ]⟧) = {λw[Juan brought x in w] | x∈ De})

●We further suggest that our account can accommodate differences in commitment to the truth
of the scope proposition, as in the contrast below.
○We argue that these differences arise in sentences with dizque and como que due to

differences in evidence types.
■Reportative evidence is based on what the speaker hears.
■ Inferential evidence depends on the speaker’s reasoning.

○While the speaker can remain agnostic regarding what other people say, this is not possible
when drawing an inference based on one’s reasoning.

○The speaker may not believe the scope proposition in the presence of reportative evidence
(i.e., with dizque)

○This is not the case in the presence of inferential evidence (i.e., with como que).

(17) a. Dizque va a llover esta noche, pero yo no lo creo / no me parece que sea verdad.
‘Allegedly, it is going to rain tonight, but I don’t believe it / it doesn’t seem true to

me.’
b. Como que va a llover esta noche, #pero yo no lo creo / no me parece que sea verdad.
‘It looks like it is going to rain tonight, but I don’t believe it / it doesn’t seem true to
me.’

5.  Conclusion
●We have proposed a unified account of dizque and como que’s clausal- and constituent-scope

of these markers.
○Our approach has likened these markers to focus-sensitive items, such as English even and

Spanish solo ‘only’.
○We have further discussed question-answer congruence in connection to these makers.
○By combining the evidential meaning and the consideration of focus alternatives in a

gradability-based approach, we deduced the disbelief or uncertainty meaning tied to
sentences with these markers.

●There are some open issues that need further investigation.
○One of them concerns the analysis of cases with multiple focus-sensitive elements.

(18) Dizque José compró solo una lavadora.
‘Allegedly, José bought only a washing machine.’
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○Another topic regards the notion of evidence itself in sentences with these markers.
■There is a limited number of cases where it seems to be the case that there is direct

evidence, but, crucially, the speaker distances herself from what is communicated.
■This example is felicitous if the speaker distances herself from what she did, e.g., she

went to the gym but didn’t do the things that are usually done there (such as working
out); instead she just hung out.

(19) Como que fui al gimnasio esta mañana.
‘It looks like I went to the gym this morning.’

References
Aikhenvald, Alexandra. 2004. Evidentiality. New York: Oxford University Press.
Aikhenvald, Alexandra Y. 2006. Evidentiality in Grammar. In Keith Brown (ed.), Encyclopedia of Language and

Linguistics, 320–325. Oxford: Elsevier.
Aikhenvald, Alexandra. 2018. The Oxford Handbook of Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Alcázar, Asier. 2014. On the grammaticalization of dizque. In Andrés Enrique Arias, Manuel J. Gutiérrez, Alazne

Landa & Francisco Ocampo (eds.), Perspectives in the study of Spanish Language Variation, 20–42. Santiago
de Compostela: Universidad de Santiago de Compostela.

Alcázar, Asier. 2018. Dizque and other emergent evidential forms in Romance languages. In Alexandra
Aikhenvald (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Evidentiality, 725–740. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Anand, Pranav & Valentine Hacquard. 2013. Epistemics and attitudes. Semantics and Pragmatics 6(8). 1-59.
Babel, Anna. 2009. Dizque, evidentiality, and stance in Valley Spanish. Language in Society 38. 487–511.
Beaver, David & Brady Clark. 2008. Sense and Sensitivity. Oxford: Blackwell.
Beck, Sigrid. 1997. On the semantics of comparative conditionals. Linguistics and Philosophy 26(5). 511–545.
Camacho, José. 2011. “La estructura de la secuencia como que.” In Victoria Escandell, M. Leonetti & C. Sánchez

López (eds.). 60 problemas de gramática. Madrid: Akal, 2011.
Crnič, Luka. Focus particles and embedded exhaustification. Journal of Semantics 30. 533–588.
Cruschina, Silvio & Eva-Maria Remberger. 2008. Hearsay and reported speech: Evidentiality in Romance. Rivista

di Grammatica Generativa 33. 95–116.
Grajales, Róbinson. 2017. La estrategia evidencial dizque en el español de Medellín, Colombia. Onomázein 37.

244–278.
Guerzoni, Elena. 2004. Even-NPIs in yes/no questions. Natural Language Semantics 12. 319–343.
Demonte, Violeta & Olga Fernández-Soriano. 2013. Evidentials dizque and que in Spanish: grammaticalization

parameters, and the (fine) structure of Comp. Linguística: Revista de Estudos linguísticos da Universidad do
Porto 8. 211–234.

Demonte, Violeta & Olga Fernández-Soriano. 2020. Dizque. Un evidencial reportativo modal en la periferia
izquierda oracional. In Esther Hernández Palacios & Pedro Martín-Butragueño (eds.), Elementos de variación
lingüística. La palabra, 185–218. México, D.F.: CSIC - El Colegio de México.

Demonte, Violeta & Olga Fernández-Soriano. 2022. A multidimensional analysis of the Spanish reportative
epistemic evidential dizque. Lingua 266. 103168.

De la Mora, Juliana & Ricardo Maldonado. 2015. Dizque: Epistemics blurring evidentials in Mexican Spanish.
Journal of Pragmatics 85. 168–180.

Erlewine, Michael Y., & Hadas Kotek. 2018. Focus association by movement: Evidence from Tanglewood.
Linguistic Inquiry, 49(3), 441-463.

Gajewski, Jon. 2010. Superlatives, NPIs and most. Journal of Semantics 27(1). 125–137.
Greenberg, Yael. 2017. A revised, gradability-based semantics for even. Natural Language Semantics 26. 51–83.
Hackl, Martin. 2009. On the grammar and processing of proportional quantifiers: most versus more than half..

Natural Language Semantics 17. 63–98.
Heim, Irene. 1999. Notes on superlatives. Ms., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Kany, Charles. 1944. Impersonal dizque and its variants in American Spanish. Hispanic Review 12, 168–177.

Martínez Vera & Camacho, RoLinC, 24/01/2023                    9



Krifka, Manfred. 1992. A compositional semantics for multiple focus constructions. In Joachim Jacobs (ed.),
Informationsstruktur und Grammatik, 17–53. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Martínez Vera, Gabriel. 2018b. Superlatives across domains: Evidence from degree achievements in Southern
Aymara. Semantics and Linguistic Theory 28. 1–20.

Martínez Vera, Gabriel. 2020. On the Semantics of Evidentials in Southern Aymara: University of Connecticut
dissertation.

Murray, Sarah. 2017. The semantics of evidentials. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Olbertz, Hella. 2005. ‘Dizque’ en el español andino ecuatoriano: conservador e innovador. In Hella Olbertz and

Pieter Muysken (eds.), Encuentros y conflictos: bilinguiismo y contacto de lenguas, 77–94. Madrid/Frankfurt:
Iberamericana-Vervuert, Madrid Frankfurt.

Olbertz, Hella. 2007. Dizque in Mexican Spanish: the subjectification of reportative meaning. Rivista di
Linguistica 19. 151–172.

Rooth, Mats. 1985. Association with Focus: University of Massachusetts Amherst dissertation.
Rooth, Mats. 1992. Association with focus or association with presupposition? Ms., Cornell University.
Rooth, Mats. 2016. Alternative Semantics. In The Oxford Handbook of Information Structure, 19–40. New York:

Oxford University Press.
Saito, Hiroaki. 2019. Grammaticalization and the Root & Category Theory. Chicago Linguistics Society 54.

461–476.
Saito, Hiroaki. 2021. Grammaticalization as Decategorization. Journal of Historical Syntax 5(10). 1–24.
Sanromán Vilas, Bengoña. 2020. Do evidential markers always convey epistemic values? A look into three

Ibero-Romance reportatives. Lingua 238. 1–26.
Travis, Catherine. 2006. Dizque: a Colombian evidentiality strategy. Linguistics 44(6). 1269–1297.
Villalta, Elisabeth. 2000. Spanish subjunctive clauses require ordered alternatives. Semantics and Linguistic

Theory 10. 239-256.
Villalta, Elisabeth. 2008. Mood and gradability. Linguistics and Philosophy 31(4). 467–522.
Yalcin, Seth. 2007. Epistemic modals. Mind 116. 983–1026.
Zimmermann, Malte. 2011. Discourse partcles. In Klaus von Heusinger, Claudia Maienborn & Paul Portner (eds.),

Semantics: An International Handbook of Natural Language Meaning, 2011–2038. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Martínez Vera & Camacho, RoLinC, 24/01/2023                    10


