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[(#H&] A%, FHRHT DES A NFRE AL ZEZONEK, TEHFHRAAZGHEFLS LM H
Ao HfR R AL, KT R T — A5 £ m AALEY Z (GenAl) 4= 4F $ 18 & #7538 3234 (Active Reviewing
Cycle) #M#FHZ ¥ -F£. Z-FZ%@ OpenAl Assistants AP REAERK Al ABBEA, FAHZEGNFEEY
By, §MFALRTRE, RuR;IAMFEBRR. AALAEAZSLRENEETT AR TAGER, 24F
BRERA, PPIFE A A SR, REF AN GEME, AR T HREAZREMR, REKIFE LR
RS ERLGTE,

(W] ARXATFE; AF HRREBR; MAEEA; SHRMF; =4

Abstract: In Taiwan, elementary reading education faces challenges due to differences in students’ reading speeds and
interests, making assessment difficult. This study developed a reading platform integrating GenAl and the 4F Active
Reviewing Cycle. Using the OpenAl Assistants API, the platform provides an Al chatbot as a reading partner to
enhance students’ comprehension through reflection. A ten-week study in a northern Taiwan elementary school divided
students into post-feedback, immediate feedback, and control groups. The platform collects reading data and offers
interactive dashboards for real-time progress monitoring by teachers and students.
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1. A&

B E SR ER, AETHRANE T RALEREX, CARETHFRELGA L, BRA
S RAF KB ESALTE, £ RKXATLH E(Generative Artificial Intelligence, GenAl) <2 =T
DVEAER, 4. 3K, LTHAZFAZSHRAMN, S&nfhrd3METE, TRAMEA
ZAMEZHE, HHEFOBREHEIALE BT O, RET X 49 & 4% (Hwang & Chen,
2023).

MEAMAALTLENRACIEZ, HAEBBEZHQUE L LT SHREA, L,
AT E BRAZSE NG F @R AWM IE0 T8, £ F BEAL (Learning Portfolio) &304k %
ASHBARNELTE, RTRRFATHRAFOEERRELE S, FREBREHEA K
FAERERELERAILE . @R aynsiwm, SAREBRATHE TR, &
EFH AR, BEELEGIONE, TR NILE A,

Rin, MERFEZIEERAETERG SR, RGEGHFEBAZTET A R KRB
AT E K, iF, £ Y24 (Learning Analytics, LA) L A S ——5 F 547
f& & #  (Learning Analytics Dashboard, LAD) , #®R&E T — MR T L. £ F oW ER
BARBIEEARNEN, R IAZFANE Y EREAT AR, RNEFHRTHETE
SFANEHFR, EiAHAFEARBMEELER RS F Rk,
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w E G E P AT R CAUR ZAT R, B F MR AR BRI E F 3 (Black, 2003;
Hattie, 2008; Sadler, 1998), E4A4 X R PRA SR, QIEIHFORH. FHHOHFE L
BALH 691 H (Shute, 2008). EARAFH £ 2% B 4569 BF AN A
AEAEIEH L, T AR R A At B W AF, TRV, BREF B4R Y R AR, BAT
AR RS A R A WAL R B A AR K 3% AT A BF i 4714 iE (Anderson et al., 2001; Shute, 2008). BF
R AEES MM E T RETRXRAL AR, RARKRS ANEAREE & % 449 =4 (Chen,
Breslow, & DeBoer, 2018).
EERBENET @, BETAMEEE (EE50EFEERT) HFmEag GREBE LY
EFEVE VAR BN RRARE. R o AT, DA A AR A 69 2R A0 4 9 BA(Maier,
Wolf, & Randler, 2016; Van der Kleij, Feskens, & Eggen, 2015). #toh #7448, HHAL
(context-dependent) ©4%i8 % b —Ax 1t (generic) EI4% 2 At ¥ Bh 2 4 208 M XARAE, 4#7)
RAEKEZ FH AR NI 7 & (Jordan, 2012),
B, RFRESERRNALE LA R LY BAZSTRER, HF BRI ZALEHE L
HEM, AHZENKZRYE, RENZTBEALAARDHE, BB RRMITEHITAHEX, KT
BASIREERBPIERE A T EIHE, TRRTESANHFE TR, URAKERZER,

2. AR T &

2.1 FEHE

FRE R G BN —PT NG 239 L BEFRF L, FEE 10~11 RZH, ffika i
BHELR . HefMIAk AT =4, R P RS EE F A -FRE M RAL A AT T B REEFR L
R ERBAETLY, FRA—OHERBAGCLENTBATLTEAFAEM, TR
MW A NI E B AL TR @4, MATIRAWIEF LS B AF MR BRITRE, £
4T AR E RS AR LA AR E
2.2. FFERAE

AFRERY; AR TREHRH. EXERA T M. ATREHBL, &M
HHLRGHHFETE LGS, EXTRIAEHEHETH, TERTHEGIRETH. Ik,
HAVEE T MM GATAl AR AP, EHAEEHBIIE AR B REEA, A
BRAZELHFAAGE T HRER. EEXTRY, RHMEINTRGHR, A% —EENT
A, MAZAERBFHHETHZETD., EREA—FEREA_NF AT HEEITL 20 9426
WEEE, TEANEHREABBAL LR, RATREGDEST XAAR, L+ TR
MK E FA G, wE R TP S R WA AR R s, B,
T T H B R ARG E T BEAGERPFEREEAOMFERRIGHR, AT ZHI
Hehey S A RBEIE, FRAN T8, & RAMEITRFREME I OKR, ATHRALES
AEFHHE, EERPNE, RICEDEPE AT SR, ETRBETHESH, F
HAGATRALAQMFZMAE N HUMFIM, M RR DT XEE L F T AR
KO E, KA, AR TR @A X HAMES AR FEMORE, E—FIRFT 4
7 RAERIEH IR T A E,
23. IXLHA

A RZERAA G HEB P ATE 7 XEAT, AR SRAR ) RIERAE ART ARG T A IR
PRATAB A B R TR E LA 10 BRI EEFDHR, REZHEAAAE Y, TR B RAE 49
B, BA3kAL 7 A A 20 4, SR AL A Pintrich 5 A(1991)F7 4 H] 69 5 F Ak & %
(Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, MSLQ), KRB % £ 1% Bl R L HIF R MBI AL
BT EDHE R,

3. R&HE
AT — AR HER S AEZ M FHT RN AL, REMBERELSZHFHER,
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HONPRR Iy £ F A B E, TR ARG PHAHERE ERT T A H AL
BEAB R B, EANRRME, BRRAMER, A TERIEEMEE AR TENE
T2, RHRBEASATH, BATRNED AH-BHY, REFLARZ T EMKFFHHR
Bk, pEFdaf, PATEEWR] EATH, FafTadssia, 2RBETE L
W, HRA AHBEMRABEAG LT, FEATEREFER, TRENT —FHEE 2.
FALTEE [P RS | GRBELHFNE, URBIEAEMFR%,

HAHTF T, RARBIMARM, HFTEAGEREEREL, TA, FARHFX
P, RiREFFEGFHER, BFE—TIERFEGEE RN, ATENEAKEAR,
SHEFAELZGREDTOF B, CHEWRAE, HFT&K, LS ADHET M, Bk
HRERYF IR ERAIE TR, CRRBENAEE, UARAKERHEEY LH
ME, WO, REAMEEST Fm A AELE XD, RN T AL MF 46 b5
A, E—FEUHERE, KRR GBI LEHEF HHBEN T, RAF LG FEMESF
Hoptk, IAFIFREA MM TR, COERME R AT A4 B ESRBCE

4, &

KOG R MR B RS TR A, BRI T AR A R 4000 %R
WA, KB RGOIE LHH RIS T @D, TRAS A LML) MR P 0
MR S BT A TR A, AR AR A M BN SR, R LT RO RP I B A, R
RGP IMP D, TRANAE L RHAARZAEANE, LRCIHE%, E—F
R AR

fr&
AR R A A 2 E (GHE 455 NSTC113-2628-H-008-001-MY3) VAR &% P
XKLL EARBTART O LHE,
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