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Revisiting Authentic Assessments When COVID-19 Restricts 
Traditional Intelligence Testing Highly regarded for diagnosing 
ability and for decision making about instructional delivery, 
intelligence testing is a well-established practice. Intelligence 
tests are among the most consistently and widely used measures 
by psychologists the world over, and as a primary tool for the 
identification of learning disabilities [1-4].

Despite the widespread use of intelligence testing, the 
shortcomings of these instruments are well documented [5-
11]. More often than not, intelligence tests result in minimized 
resources and closed doors, for those whose scores are among the 
lowest [12-14], the availability of which would otherwise make 
a significant difference for learners with learning disabilities. 
As an example, students belonging to minority groups are 
often overrepresented in special education programs and 
underrepresented in gifted and talented programs [15]. One 
might easily wonder whether intelligence testing is intended to 
be helpful or hurtful.

To this end, Dr. Asa G Hilliard [16] put forward the question, 
“What good is this thing called intelligence and why bother to 
measure it?” The question bears repeating, what is intelligence 
and why bother measuring it? While this question hangs over,  

 
there is also now a clarion call for all lives matter and it most 
certainly reaches the practice of teaching and learning. It serves 
as a reminder that every child should be afforded with equitable 
assessment, in order that each learner might reach the heights 
and depths of intellectual prowess. This should be the case 
whether and to what extent a disablement exists. The time is 
appropriate, perhaps more than ever before, to consider how that 
the shortcomings of traditional intelligence tests are impacting the 
current and future lived experiences of learners with disabilities.

Moreover, in this season of COVID-19 virus spread, 
traditional intelligence testing is found lacking. Before COVID-19, 
intelligence tests were typically administered individually. That 
is, a psychologist administers the test to an individual in a closed 
setting [17]. Then, the psychologist scores and interpret the 
results using both qualitative and quantitative interpretations. 
Qualitative interpretation requires the psychologist to consider 
the testing process, if and how a test taker completes the test. 
Quantitative interpretation requires the psychologist to consider 
the numerical score. Finally, the psychologist has to also consider 
within person performance and performance compared to a norm 
group [18]. The long and short of it is that this process reveals 
more about what a learner can’t do than what he or she can do.
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Given that the shortcomings of traditional intelligence testing 
are well documented and that the current restrictions brought 
about as a result of the spread of the COVID-19 virus makes it 
difficult for the test taker and the test administrator to be in close 
proximity to each other, authentic assessments are a viable option.

Authentic assessments, unlike traditional intelligence tests, 
measure real and adaptive skills, revealing what a learner can do, 
more than what they can’t do. Neisworth & Bagnato [19] suggested 
doing away with decontextualized testing practices, as is the case 
of traditional intelligence testing, and using measurements that 
yield authentic explanations of skills that exceptional children 
naturally utilize as they navigate everyday situations.

Knowing more about what learners can actually do is what 
gets them to suitable accommodations and the realization that 
they have real value and skills. Authentic assessments lead to life 
outcomes that are meaningful, especially for children with severe 
disabilities [20] Authentic assessments lead to the adaptation of 
various academic skills, including language [21].

Returning to the question of why bother measuring 
intelligence, if the goal is for learners with disabilities to be in 
inclusive and least restrictive learning environments and with 
high quality instructional resources, the increased use of authentic 
assessments will bring it about. The effort to measure intelligence 
becomes worthwhile when it is indeed authentic.
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