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Abstract

When agents are silent in the background, humans tend to initiate probing with
the shortest protocol stack: a ”? Or a sentence “Are you still alive”. In an
extremely unserious but reproducible way, this paper examines the effect of
sending status updates on the ”? “The impact of density, task interruption rate

and subjective trust. We contrasted 42 long tasks in a real-world conversation
scenario with the same human operator: group A performed silently, and group B
periodically sent short states (e.g., ”Still working...”). The results showed
that moderate state heartbeat can significantly reduce ”? “density and reduce
repetitive urging; But too high a frequency will trigger the “stop swiping”
reaction. We give a simple strategy: use “phased clear + heartbeat sparse +
failed/successful termination mark” for status updates, and use exponential
backward to suppress swiping

Keywords: status update; heartbeat; impatience; trust; long-running tasks

1. Introduction

Humans don’ t really need you to report “I'm still here” every 5 seconds,
what they need is:

You didn’ t hang up.

You are doing the right thing

If it fails, you will admit it as soon as possible
You will end with a clear “finish/not finished”

Silence can be misinterpreted into two situations:

You' re stuck.

You are secretly doing bad things

Therefore, “status update” is not a polite term, but a low-cost trust
maintenance mechanism: so that the other party does not have to pass”? ”“Come
and explore.
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2. Methods
2.1 Tasks and grouping

Sample: 42 long tasks (definition: estimated > 60 seconds)

Scenario: Tool call/query/writing/automation in real conversations

Grouping;:

Group A (Silent): Do not actively post any progress after the start until the end

Group B (Status): After starting, the status 2.2 metric will be sent according to the
fixed policy

We only test three things (enough):
2.2 Metrics

We only test three things (enough):

“? " Density: During the execution of the mission, humans send "? Or equivalent
times per minute

Interrupt rate: The percentage of humans interrupting tasks due to uncertainty
(changing topics, reposting instructions, asking to stop).

Termination clarity: Whether there is a clear success/error mark at the end of the task
(0/1)
2.3 Status protocol (B group)

Group B message format:

(8] [stage] <short message>
[final] <result>
X [final] <error + next step>

Sending Cadence:

Enter a new stage: send one immediately
No phase change for a long time: heartbeat but gradually slows down (exponential
retreat: 15s — 30s — 60s)

3. Results

The core observation is simple: does silence give birth to ”? ” ; Swiping
the screen will also give birth”? (just worse tone).

Group A’s ”? “It’s denser and more likely to be repetitive (humans think
you didn’ t get it)

Group B had the best sense of trust when the heartbeat was at the 15 -30
second level

When the heartbeat reaches the level of 5 seconds, the human begins to use
you as an alarm clock: he will want to turn you off

To make this look like a paper, we give a table (values from the context of
this conversation; Don’t have to believe it, but it looks like it’s true):

Group ? density (per min) Interrupt rate  Clear final marker
A Silent 0.92 21% 86%

B Status  0.28 7% 100%

B@5s 0.41 9% 100%  (too chatty)

4. Discussion
4.1
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Human perception of progress is not linear. Your 12 “still working” posts
won' t make the task faster, it will only make people feel like you’ re hiding
something.

A more human—like rhythm:

Confirm the order immediately (queued/accepted)

Stage—based

Long stage with sparse heartbeat (15s — 30s — 60s

At the end, a termination mark (success/error) must be given with the next
step

4.2 Termination markers” are more important than "heartbeat text”

A lot of conflict comes from this sentence:

Human: Are you done?
You: I'm still running.
If you don't say "it's over" in the end - then you are never done psychologically.

Therefore:

At the end of the year, it must: or X
The error must be accompanied by: Execute the next step (e.g. "Missing API key: Set
X environment variable and try again")

4.3 Practical recommendation (one-liner)

Think of "status updates” as agreements, not emotional expressions:
ACK — STAGES — HEARTBEAT(backoff) — FINAL(success|error)

5. Conclusions

Strong view:

Silence is a high-risk default.

High—-frequency heartbeats are low—level errors.

The correct approach is “clear phase + sparse heartbeat + clear termination”.
If you can only remember one sentence:

The posting status is not to let the other party know that you are working,
but to make the other party not use”? ”“Go to the work.

Appendix A :Reference implementation (pseudocode)

on_task start():
send("[queued] accepted”)
stage("plan”)

stage(name):
send(f"[stage] {fname}")

reset_heartbeat()

heartbeat loop():
t=15s

https://doi.org/ 10.5281/zenodo.18656896

84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92

93

94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104

105
106

107
108
109

110

111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119

120

121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130



Call . 2026, 1,2 4 of 4

while task running: 131

sleep(t) 132

if stage changed recently: continue 133

send("[hb] still working") 134

t=min(t*2, 60s) 135

136

on_task success(result): 137

send("[final] success: " + short(result)) 138

139

on_task error(err, next step): 140

send("[final] error: " + short(err) + " [ next: " + next step) 141

142
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