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ABSTRACT
This study examined Vietnamese primary school teachers’ attitudes toward Wayground for AI-assisted assessment design using an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design. A descriptive survey of 72 teachers was followed by written semi-structured interviews with five teachers. Respondents reported more frequent use of general assessment functions than AI question generation (M = 3.35). Saving preparation time was positively rated (M = 4.11; 64/72, 88.89%), but confidence in AI functions (M = 3.51) was lower than confidence in the platform overall (M = 4.06). Concerns included inaccurate AI content (59/72, 81.94%), mismatch with learners’ levels (54/72, 75.00%), and judging alignment with learning objectives (58/72, 80.56%). Interview accounts illustrated perceived time savings, the need to adapt vocabulary and contexts, and demand for practical training. Professional training, digital competence, and technological resources were examined as perceived supporting conditions, not predictors of effectiveness. The findings support retaining teacher review of generated materials and considering context-specific professional development. The non-probability sample and self-reported data limit generalization; assessment quality and student outcomes were not measured.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Artificial intelligence (AI) offers teachers tools for preparing materials, generating questions, and providing feedback, while raising questions about accuracy and pedagogical suitability. Celik et al. (2022) identify both opportunities and challenges in teachers’ use of AI, and Miao and Holmes (2023) advocate a human-centred approach that protects educators’ professional judgment. These concerns are relevant to primary assessment, where teachers must match questions to children’s language, knowledge, and learning objectives.
Wayground, formerly Quizizz, provides AI-assisted generation and editing of assessment questions from prompts and source materials (Wayground, 2025, 2026). The availability of these functions does not demonstrate their educational effectiveness. Teachers may value general platform features while remaining uncertain about AI outputs. Evidence about perceptions of earlier Quizizz functions therefore needs to be distinguished from evidence about AI-assisted assessment design.
This study describes primary school teachers’ reported Wayground use, perceived benefits and challenges, and perceived supporting conditions in Vietnam. It addresses three questions: How do teachers report using Wayground for assessment design? What benefits and challenges do they perceive? What training, competence, and resource conditions do they perceive as relevant to their use? Follow-up interviews explain selected survey patterns. The study does not test causal influences or measure improvements in assessment quality.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. AI and assessment design
AI-assisted assessment design refers here to teachers using AI to generate or modify assessment materials while retaining responsibility for reviewing and selecting the final content. This can provide an initial set of questions for revision, rather than a finished assessment whose validity can be assumed. Bower et al. (2024) discuss the need to reconsider teaching and assessment as generative AI becomes more capable. Xia et al. (2024), in a scoping review of assessment in higher education, highlight professional development in assessment, AI, and digital literacy. Their higher education findings provide conceptual background rather than direct evidence of effectiveness in primary classrooms.
A useful distinction is between generating an item and judging whether it is suitable. Teachers must check factual accuracy, answer options, language difficulty, and alignment with objectives. Barrot (2026), discussing automated essay scoring through an ecological perspective, argues for teacher mediation of AI-generated assessment results. Although essay scoring differs from primary-level question generation, the emphasis on teacher agency is relevant. Webb and Galamba (2026) likewise examine the pedagogical challenges of GenAI-supported formative assessment and the continuing importance of teachers’ knowledge of learners.
2.2. Teachers’ attitudes and acceptance
Technology acceptance offers a framework for examining teachers’ perceptions without treating adoption as automatic. Scherer et al. (2019) synthesize evidence on the Technology Acceptance Model in education. Guo et al. (2025) identify perceived usefulness, ease of use, behavioral intention, self-efficacy, and anxiety in their validated instrument for teachers’ acceptance of AI. The present questionnaire was informed by this literature; it is not presented as a validation or direct replication of that instrument.
These perspectives suggest that usefulness, operational confidence, and confidence in reviewing AI outputs should be considered separately. A teacher may find Wayground convenient but be less confident about adapting an AI-generated question. Accordingly, this study reports item-level perceptions of use, usefulness, ease, confidence, challenges, and supporting conditions. It does not estimate relationships among latent constructs or rank determinants of adoption.
2.3. Wayground benefits and challenges
Quizizz was renamed Wayground in 2025 (Wayground, 2025). Official documentation describes generating assessments from prompts, documents, websites, and videos, followed by manual editing of questions, options, question types, and media. It also warns that generated content may contain inaccuracies and should be reviewed before publication (Wayground, 2026). These citations document platform capabilities, not independent evidence of learning gains.
Lim and Yunus (2021) reviewed teachers’ perceptions of Quizizz and reported positive views of its feasibility, ease of use, and motivating features, alongside Internet and device concerns. Fitriani et al. (2026) examined Wayground in a qualitative case study of Grade 8 music appreciation in Indonesia. Their account provides an example of classroom assessment use, but its different age group, subject, and setting limit transfer to Vietnamese primary education. Earlier platform research also cannot establish the quality of newer AI-generated questions.
2.4. Perceived supporting conditions
Training, digital competence, assessment knowledge, and technological access provide a basis for describing teachers’ perceived readiness. UNESCO guidance emphasizes institutional validation of the pedagogical appropriateness of GenAI and the development of human capacity (Miao & Holmes, 2023). Together with the acceptance literature, this supports examining whether teachers feel prepared, can obtain support, understand AI limitations, and have suitable resources. In this study these are perceived supporting conditions. Descriptive ratings cannot show which conditions influence effective use, nor whether additional training improves outcomes.
3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Design and participants
An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design was used: a quantitative survey was analyzed first, followed by qualitative interviews to help explain the survey patterns. The survey involved 72 primary school teachers in Vietnam, recruited through online teacher, education, and AI-related Facebook communities. Eligibility required experience in primary education and familiarity with digital teaching or assessment tools, including Wayground. Participation was voluntary and recruitment was non-probability based. Survey data were collected from July to September 2026.
Sixty teachers (83.33%) reported five years or less of teaching experience. Regarding Wayground use, 54 teachers (75.00%) reported less than three months of use, six (8.33%) reported 1–6 months, four (5.56%) reported 7–12 months, and eight (11.11%) reported more than one year. The original duration categories “less than three months” and “1–6 months” overlap. Both categories are reported as recorded, and the overlap limits precise interpretation of usage duration. The small number of teachers who reported more than one year of use limits conclusions about longer-term users. The reported frequency of specific assessment activities is presented separately in Table 1.
After survey analysis, teachers with relevant Wayground experience were purposively identified and invited by email to elaborate on their use, concerns, and support needs. Five agreed to participate. Two had responded by the earlier submission; three additional invitees responded during revision, bringing the completed qualitative sample to five. All five written accounts are included here. The additional responses completed the existing follow-up phase; no new survey or inferential analysis was undertaken.
3.2. Instruments and interview procedures
The questionnaire was developed with reference to research on AI-assisted assessment, technology acceptance, and digital assessment. It covered frequency of Wayground use, perceived usefulness and ease of use, self-efficacy, technical and AI-related challenges, pedagogical challenges, and perceived training, competence, and resource conditions. Frequency items used 1 = never to 5 = very often; the remaining reported items used 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Results are presented at item level, without assuming validated composite scales.
A semi-structured protocol invited explanations of assessment preparation, AI-generated questions, content checking and adaptation, and professional development needs. All five participants responded asynchronously through email and/or Zalo text messages; no live online meetings were conducted. Their written responses were compiled into notes for analysis, organized under anonymized codes P01–P05, and identifying information was omitted from reporting. The written format supplied the interview record rather than an audio recording or meeting transcript. Before participation, teachers received information about the study’s purpose, voluntary participation, and their right to decline questions or withdraw. Written informed consent was obtained by email; data were used solely for research.
3.3. Analysis and integration
Survey responses were summarized using frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. Each reported item contains 72 responses. Percentages were calculated directly from counts, using 72 as the denominator, and rounded only for presentation. Means and sample standard deviations were checked against the five response-category counts. Tables retain the complete frequency distributions and summarize categories 4–5 as frequent use or agreement, as appropriate. No inferential tests or causal models were applied.
The first author, Nguyễn Phan Chánh Ngôn, coded the anonymized written responses and developed the themes. Related statements were grouped into recurring themes concerning efficiency, teacher judgment, AI-content concerns, and professional development. Selected extracts illustrate these themes. Coding was conducted by one researcher, so no inter-coder reliability is claimed. Integration occurred during interpretation: interview accounts were used to explain survey patterns, including perceived time savings and the gap between general platform confidence and AI-specific confidence. Five accounts cannot establish the prevalence of a theme beyond those interviewees.
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1. Extent of Wayground use among primary school teachers
Table 1. Reported Wayground use
	Item
	n at 1/2/3/4/5
	M
	SD
	4–5 n (%)

	Extent of Wayground Use

	I use Wayground to create classroom assessment questions.
	4/2/12/29/25
	3.96
	1.07
	54 (75.00)

	I use Wayground to modify existing assessment materials.
	5/3/11/41/12
	3.72
	1.02
	53 (73.61)

	I use Wayground’s AI function to generate assessment questions.
	5/10/19/31/7
	3.35
	1.06
	38 (52.78)

	I use Wayground to create assessments from source materials such as documents, websites, or videos.
	4/12/20/23/13
	3.40
	1.13
	36 (50.00)

	I use students’ results from Wayground to inform subsequent assessment activities.
	2/7/18/22/23
	3.79
	1.09
	45 (62.50)

	I use different question types when designing assessments on Wayground.
	4/2/1/33/32
	4.21
	1.02
	65 (90.28)


Note. N = 72 for every item. The distribution column gives counts in categories 1–5. M = mean; SD = sample standard deviation. 1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = very often. Categories 4–5 indicate frequent use.
The survey results indicate that teachers used Wayground relatively frequently, with mean scores ranging from 3.35 to 4.21. Using different question types received the highest mean (M = 4.21, SD = 1.02), with 90.28% of teachers reporting frequent or very frequent use, followed by creating classroom assessment questions (M = 3.96, SD = 1.07; 75.00%).
Using student results to inform subsequent assessments (M = 3.79, SD = 1.09) and modifying existing assessment materials (M = 3.72, SD = 1.02) were also common. In contrast, creating assessments from source materials (M = 3.40, SD = 1.13) and AI-assisted question generation (M = 3.35, SD = 1.06) received lower mean scores.
Overall, teachers more frequently used Wayground’s core assessment-design functions than its advanced features, particularly AI-assisted question generation and source-based assessment creation.
4.2. Perceived benefits of using Wayground for AI-assisted assessment design
Table 2. Perceived benefits and confidence
	Item
	n at 1/2/3/4/5
	M
	SD
	4–5 n (%)

	Perceived Usefulness

	Wayground reduces the time I spend preparing assessments.
	2/1/5/43/21
	4.11
	0.81
	64 (88.89)

	Wayground helps me design assessments more efficiently.
	3/2/4/44/19
	4.03
	0.90
	63 (87.50)

	Wayground helps me create assessment materials that support my teaching objectives.
	1/2/6/43/20
	4.10
	0.77
	63 (87.50)

	Wayground makes the assessment-design process more manageable for me.
	0/2/10/45/15
	4.01
	0.68
	60 (83.33)

	Perceived Ease of Use

	I find Wayground easy to learn.
	1/2/9/45/15
	3.99
	0.76
	60 (83.33)

	I find Wayground easy to operate when creating assessments.
	2/2/8/44/16
	3.97
	0.84
	60 (83.33)

	I can learn to use Wayground’s assessment features quickly.
	2/5/7/43/15
	3.89
	0.91
	58 (80.56)

	I find it easy to modify AI-generated assessment content on Wayground.
	4/8/5/44/11
	3.69
	1.04
	55 (76.39)

	Self-Efficacy and Confidence

	I feel confident using Wayground to design classroom assessments.
	0/2/10/42/18
	4.06
	0.71
	60 (83.33)

	I feel confident using Wayground’s AI functions for assessment design.
	5/7/15/36/9
	3.51
	1.06
	45 (62.50)

	I can modify AI-generated questions to suit my students’ needs.
	3/7/15/36/11
	3.63
	1.00
	47 (65.28)

	I can identify when an AI-generated question needs to be revised.
	2/2/25/32/11
	3.67
	0.87
	43 (59.72)

	I can decide whether AI-generated assessment content is appropriate for my students.
	1/0/24/34/13
	3.81
	0.78
	47 (65.28)


Note. N = 72 for every item. The distribution column gives counts in categories 1–5. M = mean; SD = sample standard deviation. 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree. Categories 4–5 indicate agreement.
The findings indicate that teachers generally perceived Wayground as beneficial for assessment design. All four Perceived Usefulness items received high mean scores (M = 4.01–4.11). Saving preparation time received the highest rating (M = 4.11, SD = 0.81), with 88.89% agreeing or strongly agreeing, followed by supporting instructional objectives (M = 4.10, SD = 0.77; 87.50%).
Teachers also reported positive perceptions of ease of use (M = 3.69–3.99). While 83.33% found Wayground easy to learn (M = 3.99, SD = 0.76), modifying AI-generated content received the lowest rating (M = 3.69, SD = 1.04), indicating greater variation in teachers’ experiences with this task.
Similarly, teachers reported high general confidence in using Wayground for assessment design (M = 4.06, SD = 0.71; 83.33%), but lower confidence in using its AI functions (M = 3.51, SD = 1.06; 62.50%). Additionally, 65.28% felt confident modifying AI-generated questions to meet students’ needs (M = 3.63, SD = 1.00), while 59.72% felt able to identify questions requiring revision (M = 3.67, SD = 0.87).
To sum up, teachers valued Wayground’s efficiency and accessibility but were less confident in critically evaluating and adapting AI-generated content. These findings highlight the importance of developing teachers’ skills in assessing and revising AI-generated materials.
4.3. Perceived challenges of using Wayground for AI-Assisted assessment design
Table 3. Perceived challenges
	Item
	n at 1/2/3/4/5
	M
	SD
	4–5 n (%)

	Technical Challenges

	Unstable Internet connections can interfere with my use of Wayground.
	5/21/30/15/1
	2.81
	0.90
	16 (22.22)

	Limited access to suitable devices can make Wayground difficult to use.
	9/28/19/15/1
	2.60
	1.00
	16 (22.22)

	Technical problems can interrupt assessment activities.
	10/10/43/6/3
	2.75
	0.95
	9 (12.50)

	I sometimes need technical support when using Wayground.
	4/43/14/7/4
	2.50
	0.95
	11 (15.28)

	AI-Related Challenges

	AI-generated assessment questions may contain inaccurate information.
	2/3/8/46/13
	3.90
	0.84
	59 (81.94)

	AI-generated questions may not always match my students’ learning levels.
	0/7/11/40/14
	3.85
	0.85
	54 (75.00)

	I need to spend time checking AI-generated assessment content before using it.
	1/0/8/42/21
	4.14
	0.72
	63 (87.50)

	I am concerned about inappropriate content in AI-generated assessment materials.
	0/10/10/40/12
	3.75
	0.90
	52 (72.22)

	Pedagogical Challenges

	Adapting AI-generated questions to my teaching context can be challenging.
	0/0/32/21/19
	3.82
	0.83
	40 (55.56)

	Judging whether AI-generated questions are appropriate for my learning objectives can be challenging.
	1/3/10/43/15
	3.94
	0.80
	58 (80.56)

	Deciding how much to rely on AI can be challenging when designing assessments.
	4/4/16/41/7
	3.60
	0.94
	48 (66.67)


Note. N = 72 for every item. The distribution column gives counts in categories 1–5. M = mean; SD = sample standard deviation. 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree. Categories 4–5 indicate agreement.
The findings indicate that AI-related and pedagogical challenges were more prominent than technical challenges. The main concern was checking AI-generated content before use (M = 4.14, SD = 0.72), with 87.50% (63/72) of teachers agreeing or strongly agreeing. Concerns also included inaccurate information (M = 3.90, SD = 0.84; 81.94%, 59/72) and questions mismatched with students’ learning levels (M = 3.85, SD = 0.85; 75.00%).
Pedagogical challenges included assessing alignment with learning objectives (M = 3.94, SD = 0.80; 80.56%), adapting questions to teaching contexts (M = 3.82, SD = 0.83; 55.56%), and determining appropriate reliance on AI (M = 3.60, SD = 0.94; 66.67%).
In contrast, technical challenges were less prominent (M = 2.50–2.81). Only 15.28% reported agreeing or strongly agreeing to need technical support (M = 2.50, SD = 0.95), while 22.22% reported concerns about unstable Internet connections (M = 2.81, SD = 0.90). Overall, teachers’ main challenges involved evaluating and adapting AI-generated content, highlighting the need to strengthen their AI literacy and pedagogical judgment. The low agreement rates do not establish that infrastructure was adequate: many responses were neutral, and Table 4 separately addresses perceived resource availability.
4.4. Teachers’ perceptions of conditions supporting effective Wayground use
Table 4. Teachers’ perceptions of conditions supporting effective Wayground use (N = 72)
	Item
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	M
	SD
	Agree (%)

	Professional Training 

	Have received adequate training to use Wayground effectively.
	10
	6
	28
	19
	9
	3.15
	1.18
	38.89

	Can access support when encountering difficulties while using Wayground
	8
	6
	29
	19
	10
	3.24
	1.14
	40.28

	Additional professional training will help me use Wayground more effectively
	7
	5
	28
	21
	11
	3.33
	1.13
	44.44

	Digital Competency 

	My digital technology skills help me use Wayground effectively.
	7
	3
	29
	24
	9
	3.35
	1.08
	45.83

	I understand how to use Wayground's main assessment features.
	6
	2
	30
	23
	11
	3.43
	1.06
	47.22

	I understand the limitations of AI-generated assessment content.
	7
	8
	33
	12
	12
	3.19
	1.15
	33.33

	I can adapt AI-generated content to suit my teaching context.
	6
	1
	32
	22
	11
	3.43
	1.05
	45.83

	I have sufficient knowledge to design appropriate in-class assessment activities.
	6
	6
	23
	26
	11
	3.42
	1.11
	51.39

	
Technology Resources

	Stable internet connection when using Wayground.
	6
	4
	28
	24
	10
	3.39
	1.07
	47.22

	Having appropriate devices to use Wayground.
	7
	3
	29
	23
	10
	3.36
	1.09
	45.83

	My classroom has adequate technological infrastructure required to use Wayground.
	7
	3
	30
	22
	10
	3.35
	1.09
	44.44

	Technical conditions at school allow me to use Wayground effectively.
	7
	5
	28
	22
	10
	3.32
	1.11
	44.44


Note. Response categories: 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly agree.
In professional training, teachers’ agreement rates ranged from 38.89% to 44.44%. Only 38.89% of teachers agreed that they had received adequate training (M = 3.15, SD = 1.18), whereas 44.44% perceived additional training as beneficial (M = 3.33, SD = 1.13). However, the substantial proportion of neutral responses (38.89%) indicates that many teachers did not express a clear position on the benefits of further training. 
Regarding digital competency, 51.39% of teachers reported sufficient knowledge of classroom assessment design (M = 3.42, SD = 1.11), whereas only 33.33% agreed that they understood the limitations of AI-generated assessment content (M = 3.19, SD = 1.15). 
In terms of technological resources, teachers’ agreement rates ranged from 44.44% to 47.22%. Stable internet access received the highest rating (M = 3.39, SD = 1.07). 
Overall, these findings suggest that teachers’ perceptions of the conditions supporting Wayground use varied across professional training, digital competency, and technological resources. In particular, the relatively limited self-reported understanding of the limitations of AI-generated assessment content highlights a potential area for targeted professional support beyond general technological assistance. However, the descriptive nature of the findings does not establish the relative influence of these conditions on teachers’ actual use of Wayground.
4.5. Qualitative insights into teachers’ experiences with Wayground
Semi-structured interviews with five teachers revealed four themes concerning Wayground’s usefulness, the need for teacher judgment, concerns about AI-generated content, and professional development needs.
4.5.1.  Efficiency and usefulness
All five teachers reported that Wayground reduced assessment preparation time through AI-assisted question generation and assessment creation from existing materials. P01 noted that “I can create questions based on lesson content or existing materials, and then adapt them to be suitable for primary school students. This makes designing assessment activities both faster and more convenient.” (P01). These accounts are consistent with the quantitative results, suggesting that teachers primarily viewed AI as a tool for streamlining routine tasks rather than replacing their professional work.
4.5.2. Teacher judgment and content appropriateness
All participants emphasized the need to review and adapt AI-generated questions to students’ proficiency levels and learning contexts. P01 reported simplifying questions containing difficult vocabulary, while P05 described “I have observed that some of the questions suggested by the tool are either too theoretical and general, or they use a context and vocabulary that do not truly resonate with the students' real-life environment.” These findings highlight the importance of teachers’ pedagogical judgment and contextual knowledge, helping explain their lower confidence in AI-specific functions compared with Wayground overall.
4.5.3. Concerns about AI-generated content
Teachers raised concerns about accuracy, language difficulty, age appropriateness, and alignment with learning objectives. As P02 explained, AI-generated content could be “correct in terms of knowledge but not appropriate for my students” (P02). P05 also identified incorrect answers and implausible distractors. These findings suggest that participants perceived a need for teachers to evaluate both factual accuracy and pedagogical suitability before using generated materials.
4.5.4. Professional development needs
All five teachers expressed a preference for practical training in generating, evaluating, and adapting AI-assisted assessment questions. Suggestions included step-by-step guidance, with one participant stating, “I would like step-by-step guidance on how to use AI features to generate, edit, and adapt questions to students’ proficiency levels” (P03). Another teacher emphasized grade-specific assessment activities, explaining, “I hope to participate in hands-on training sessions based on specific scenarios. For example, teachers could be guided through creating a test based on a primary school English lesson and then practice adapting the questions to three different difficulty levels” (P04). Additionally, participants highlighted the importance of prompt-writing strategies. As P05 suggested, “Detailed guidance sessions (e.g., workshops) on writing effective prompts to help AI generate appropriate question types aligned with learning outcomes (LOs)” would be beneficial. These findings suggest that professional development should combine technical skills with assessment literacy and critical evaluation of AI-generated content to strengthen teachers’ confidence and effective use of Wayground.
5. CONCLUSION
Among 72 surveyed teachers, Wayground was generally perceived as useful and manageable for assessment preparation. General platform use and confidence were stronger than AI-specific use and confidence. Concerns focused on checking content, matching learners’ levels, and judging alignment with objectives. Five written interviews illustrated how perceived time savings coexisted with the need to simplify vocabulary, revise contexts, and evaluate generated questions. These findings concern teachers’ perceptions, not independently verified gains in efficiency or assessment quality.
Practical professional development could combine prompt writing, item review, and adaptation of primary-level materials. Participants’ suggestions favour hands-on examples, including varying difficulty and aligning questions with lesson objectives. School support should also consider device and Internet access. These are implications suggested by descriptive findings and interview accounts; the study did not test the effects of training, competence, or resources on use.
Limitations include voluntary recruitment through online communities, a predominantly early-career sample with limited Wayground experience, and reliance on self-report. The overlapping platform-experience categories limit precise interpretation of duration. Geographical and socioeconomic differences were not examined. The questionnaire’s psychometric properties were not established here; item means should not be treated as validated scale scores. Only five teachers provided written follow-up accounts, and a single researcher coded them. The study did not observe classroom practice, evaluate generated items independently, or measure student outcomes. Future studies could use clearer experience categories, more diverse samples, independent item-quality reviews, and longitudinal or intervention designs.
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