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ABSTRACT

We consider a wireless network where a source generates packets
and forwards them to a network containing 𝑛 nodes. The nodes
in the network use the asynchronous push, pull or push-pull gossip
communication protocols to maintain the most recent updates from
the source. We use the version age of information metric to quan-
tify the freshness of information in the network. Prior to this work,
only the push gossiping protocol has been studied for age of infor-
mation analysis. In this paper, we use the stochastic hybrid systems
(SHS) framework to obtain recursive equations for the expected ver-
sion age of sets of nodes in the time limit. We then show that the
pull and push-pull protocols can achieve constant version age, while
it is already known that the push protocol can only achieve logarith-
mic version age. We then show that the push-pull protocol performs
better than the push and the pull protocol. Finally, we carry out nu-
merical simulations to evaluate these results.

Index Terms— Gossip networks, push-pull protocol, stochastic
hybrid systems, version age of information.

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, wireless technology has progressed at a rapid pace.
Large wireless networks for monitoring various processes are be-
coming a reality under the internet of things (IoT) paradigm. Many
tasks carried out by such networks are time-critical, and freshness
of information is becoming an important metric for the function-
ing of such networks. It is well known that throughput and latency
are not enough to quantify freshness of information at the nodes in
a network [1]. Many new metrics have been designed to quantify
freshness of information, such as age of information [2–4], age of
incorrect information [5], age of synchronization [6], binary fresh-
ness [7], and version age of information [8–10].

In this paper, we study the version age of information (age of
gossip) metric with respect to three protocols we outline shortly:
1) push-only communication, 2) pull-only communication, and 3)
push-pull communication. In the networks we consider, there is a
source node that generates updates and shares these updates with
nodes in a gossiping network. At any time, the source holds a
version-stamped packet. When the source updates node 𝑣 at time 𝑡,
node 𝑣 inherits the version the source holds at time 𝑡. The source
can in general send the same packet to many nodes, or never share a
packet with any nodes. The version age of a node 𝑣 in the network is
defined as the difference between the version-stamps on the packets
the source and 𝑣 hold. Nodes in the network share packets by ran-
domly querying a neighbor in continuous-time and push or pull (or
both) data from this neighbor. In the next section, we will formally
define these protocols.

The stochastic hybrid systems (SHS) framework was used for
the first time by Yates [8] to find the version age of nodes in a gos-
siping network following the push protocol. He also showed that the
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Fig. 1: A gossiping network following the push-pull protocol. Each
node can push or pull information from neighboring nodes. Arrows
denote the flow of information, with red arrows denoting push up-
dates and blue arrows denoting pull updates.

version age of a single node in the fully connected network scales
logarithmically with the size of the network. Subsequently many
authors have focused on studying network topologies other than the
fully connected network [11–13]. Adversarial models were intro-
duced in [14, 15] to study timestomping and jamming attacks. Dis-
tributed protocols were studied in [16]. We direct the reader to the
recent survey on applying the SHS framework to the analysis of gos-
sip networks [17].

To the best of our knowledge, all previous work on studying
freshness in gossip networks have focused on the push-only proto-
col, i.e., nodes only forward packets to their neighbors. In this paper,
we explore two more gossiping protocols that are popular in the lit-
erature, the asynchronous pull protocol and the asynchronous push-
pull protocol. The asynchronous push-pull protocol was first intro-
duced in [18] for averaging aggregation on arbitrary graphs. They
found that the aggregation time is a function of the mixing time, and
applied this result to random geometric and preferential attachment
graphs. There have been many influential works in this area since
then [19,20]. The push-pull protocol is known to have many benefits
over the push and the pull protocols, such as scalability, robustness
and fast convergence.

In this paper, we extend the use of the SHS framework to find
recursive equations for the version age of any subsets of nodes in a
network in terms of their one larger supersets. We then highlight the
star network with different source updates to emphasize the differ-
ences between all three gossiping protocols. We see that even though
the push protocol achieves Θ(𝑛) version age in these networks, the
pull and push-pull protocols are capable of achieving Θ(1) version
age. Next, we show that the push-pull protocol performs better than
just the push or the pull protocol in an arbitrary gossiping network.
Finally, we carry out numerical simulations and compare our the-
oretical results to empirical observations for the star network. We
also analyze the impact of the protocol on version age for the ring
network and fully connected network.
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2. SYSTEM MODEL AND THE VERSION AGE METRIC

We consider a source node 𝑛0 sending updates to a directed network
𝐺 = (N , 𝐸) over 𝑛 nodes. The source updates itself via a Poisson
process with rate 𝜆𝑒 independent of all other processes in the net-
work. The source also sends updates to each 𝑖 ∈ N as separate,
independent Poisson processes with rates 𝜆0𝑖 . Hence, by the thin-
ning of a Poisson Process, the source shares updates with the entire
network as a combined rate 𝜆0 =

∑
𝑖∈N 𝜆0𝑖 Poisson process. For

a set of nodes 𝑆 ∈ N , we define the total rate at which the source
sends information to 𝑆 as 𝜆0 (𝑆) =

∑
𝑖∈𝑆 𝜆0𝑖 .

The nodes in N gossip with each other using the asynchronous
push-pull protocol. Any node 𝑖 pulls the packet stored at node 𝑗

as a rate 𝜆
pull
𝑖 𝑗

Poisson process and pushes its own packet as a rate

𝜆
push
𝑖 𝑗

Poisson process. Either rate could be 0 in general, and we
say that a node 𝑖 is a neighboring node of set of nodes 𝑆 ⊆ N if
𝜆

pull
𝑖 𝑗

> 0 or 𝜆push
𝑖 𝑗

> 0 for some 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆. We do not require 𝜆
push
𝑖 𝑗

=

𝜆
push
𝑗𝑖

, and likewise for the pull-edges. Define 𝜆
pull
𝑖

(𝑆) as the total
rate with which nodes in 𝑆 pulls packets from node 𝑖. Similarly,
define 𝜆push

𝑖
(𝑆) as the total rate with which node 𝑖 pushes packets to

nodes in 𝑆. More formally,

𝜆
pull
𝑖

(𝑆) =
{∑

𝑗∈𝑆 𝜆
pull
𝑗𝑖

, 𝑖 ∉ 𝑆

0, otherwise,
(1)

and

𝜆
push
𝑖

(𝑆) =
{∑

𝑗∈𝑆 𝜆
push
𝑖 𝑗

, 𝑖 ∉ 𝑆

0, otherwise.
(2)

We define 𝑁 (𝑆) as the set of neighbors of 𝑆, and 𝐸 (𝑆) as the set of
edges with one endpoint in 𝑆 and one endpoint in 𝑆

We use the version age of information metric to quantify the
freshness of information at each node. In order to define the ver-
sion age, we start with the associated counting processes. Let 𝑁0 (𝑡)
be the counting process associated with the Poisson updates at the
source. Similarly, let 𝑁𝑖 (𝑡) be the counting process associated with
the update versions at 𝑖 ∈ N . We note that while the process as-
sociated with 𝑁0 (𝑡) is Poisson, the process associated with 𝑁𝑖 (𝑡)
is in general not Poisson; the evolution of this process is discussed
in the next paragraph. The version age of 𝑖 at time 𝑡 is defined as
𝑋𝑖 (𝑡) = 𝑁0 (𝑡) −𝑁𝑖 (𝑡). Further, the version age of a set of nodes 𝑆 in
the gossiping network is defined as 𝑋𝑆 (𝑡) = min𝑖∈𝑆 𝑋𝑖 (𝑡). We define
the limiting average version age of a set 𝑆 as 𝑣𝑆 = lim𝑡→∞ E[𝑋𝑆 (𝑡)].

The evolution of the version age of a node 𝑖 in the network by
following the push-pull protocol is as follows: If 𝑖 receives an update
from the source, then 𝑖’s version age falls to 0, since the source has
the latest packet. If the source generates a new packet by updating
itself, then the version age of 𝑖 increases by 1. If 𝑖 pulls a packet
from node 𝑗 (because the Poisson process associated to 𝜆

pull
𝑖 𝑗

has
an arrival), then 𝑖 keeps whichever packet is fresher between it and
node 𝑗 . In a similar way, if node 𝑖 pushes an update to node 𝑗 , then
𝑗 updates itself to the fresher packet. In this context fresher means
the packet with larger timestamp, since 𝑛0 generates packets with
timestamps in R≥0.

3. RECURSIVE EQUATIONS AND BOUNDS

In this section, we use the SHS characterization following [8] and
[21] and obtain recursive equations that find the version age of 𝑆 in

terms of sets that contain 𝑆 and exactly one neighboring node of 𝑆.
Since the rates of all Poisson processes in the network are constant
as a function of time and all information exchange processes are
memoryless, we have only one discrete state Q = {0}, which we now
omit from notation. We define the continuous state to be the vector of
version ages of nodes in the network, i.e., X = [𝑋1 (𝑡), . . . , 𝑋𝑛 (𝑡)].
Version age of any node in the network is piecewise constant, which
implies that the stochastic differential equation is ¤X(𝑡) = 0.

We now define the transition/reset maps L. We can uniquely
define each transition map using two variables (𝑖, 𝑗) where 𝑖 denotes
the node that is sending information and 𝑗 denotes the node that
is receiving information. Now, there are three types of transitions.
The first is when the source updates itself, which we describe using
(0, 0). The second type of transition is when the source sends up-
dates to a node 𝑖 in the network. This is denoted using (0, 𝑖). The
third type of transition is when node 𝑖 pushes an update to node 𝑗 or
node 𝑗 pulls an update from node 𝑖, in which case, the transition is
represented as (𝑖, 𝑗). This can be summarized as,

L = {(0, 0)} ∪ {(0, 𝑖) : 𝑖 ∈ N} ∪ {(𝑖, 𝑗) : 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ N}. (3)

The corresponding transitions can be defined as 𝜙𝑖 𝑗 : R𝑛 → R𝑛

where 𝜙𝑖 𝑗 (X) = [𝑋′
1, 𝑋

′
2, . . . , 𝑋

′
𝑛]. Then,

𝑋′
𝑙
=


𝑋𝑙 + 1, 𝑖 = 0, 𝑗 = 0
0, 𝑖 = 0, 𝑗 = 𝑙 ∈ N
min(𝑋𝑖 , 𝑋 𝑗 ) 𝑗 = 𝑙; 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ N
𝑋𝑙 otherwise.

(4)

The rates of these transitions are then defined as,

𝜆𝑖 𝑗 =


𝜆𝑒, 𝑖 = 0, 𝑗 = 0
𝜆0𝑖 , 𝑖 = 0, 𝑗 ∈ N
𝜆

pull
𝑗𝑖

+ 𝜆
push
𝑖 𝑗

, 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ N .

(5)

The test functions are chosen to be time variant and dependent on
the version age of a set of nodes 𝑆, 𝜓𝑆 (X) = 𝑋𝑆 . We can now write
the extended generator function and evaluate it,

(𝐿𝜓𝑆) (X) =
∑︁

𝑖, 𝑗∈N
(𝜓𝑆 (𝜙𝑖 𝑗 (X)) − 𝜓𝑆 (X))𝜆𝑖 𝑗 . (6)

We evaluate 𝜓𝑆 (𝜙𝑖 𝑗 (X)), and see that 𝜓𝑆 (𝜙00 (X)) = 𝑋𝑆 + 1,
𝜓𝑆 (𝜙0𝑖 (X)) = 0, 𝑖 ∈ N and 𝜓𝑆 (𝜙 𝑗𝑖 (X)) = 𝑋𝑆∪{ 𝑗 } , 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆, 𝑗 ∉ 𝑆.
We substitute this in (6), take expectation on both sides and use
Dynkin’s formula which results in the left side becoming zero due
to version age being piecewise constant. Then, we rearrange it as,

𝜆𝑒 = 𝜆0 (𝑆)𝑣𝑆 (𝑡) +
∑︁
𝑗∈𝑆

∑︁
𝑖∉𝑆

(
𝜆

pull
𝑗𝑖

+ 𝜆
push
𝑖 𝑗

)
(𝑣𝑆∪{𝑖} (𝑡) − 𝑣𝑆 (𝑡)).

(7)

Finally, we take the limit 𝑡 → ∞ and rearrange the equation and get
the following recursive equations,

𝑣𝑆 =

𝜆𝑒 +
∑
𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆)

(
𝜆

pull
𝑖

(𝑆) + 𝜆
push
𝑖

(𝑆)
)
𝑣𝑆∪{𝑖}

𝜆0 (𝑆) +
∑
𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆)

(
𝜆

pull
𝑖

(𝑆) + 𝜆
push
𝑖

(𝑆)
) . (8)

If we have push-only communication, then (8) simplifies to the re-
cursive equations found in [8]. On the other hand, if we have pull-
only communication, then the recursive equations simplify to,

𝑣𝑆 =
𝜆𝑒 +

∑
𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝜆

pull
𝑖

(𝑆)𝑣𝑆∪{𝑖}
𝜆0 (𝑆) +

∑
𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝜆

pull
𝑖

(𝑆)
. (9)



We can also write the following lower and upper bounds for 𝑣𝑆 fol-
lowing the results in [12],

𝑣𝑆 ≤
𝜆𝑒 + |𝑁 (𝑆) | · min𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝜆𝑖 (𝑆) · max𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝑣𝑆∪{𝑖}

𝜆0 (𝑆) + |𝑁 (𝑆) | · min𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝜆𝑖 (𝑆)
, (10)

𝑣𝑆 ≥
𝜆𝑒 + |𝑁 (𝑆) | · max𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝜆𝑖 (𝑆) · min𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝑣𝑆∪{𝑖}

𝜆0 (𝑆) + |𝑁 (𝑆) | · max𝑖∈𝑁 (𝑆) 𝜆𝑖 (𝑆)
, (11)

where 𝜆𝑖 (𝑆) = (𝜆pull
𝑖

(𝑆) + 𝜆
push
𝑖

(𝑆)).

4. A COMPARISON OF THE GOSSIP PROTOCOLS

In this section, we evaluate the version age in a star network, and ob-
serve how the pull protocol significantly outperforms the push pro-
tocol and the push-pull protocol outperforms both the push and the
pull protocols in certain cases. Moreover, we see that with the new
gossiping protocols, we can beat the best performance of the push-
only protocol which occurs in the fully connected network.

First, we define the two star networks that we will analyze.
These networks are described in Fig. 2. We assume the central ver-
tex is labelled 𝑛. In both networks, all nodes will push/pull packets
with total rate 𝜆 spread evenly over neighbors, so that for 𝑖 ≠ 𝑛,
𝜆

push
𝑖𝑛

= 𝜆 while 𝜆push
𝑛𝑖

= 𝜆
𝑛−1 (and similarly for the pull rates).

In the first star network, shown on the left of Fig. 2, the source
only sends updates to 𝑛 in the star network, with rate 𝜆. We can
now calculate the version age of a non-central node in the network,
say node 1, since all non-central nodes in the network have the same
version age. We do so for the push protocol first,

𝑣1 =
𝜆𝑒 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 𝑣{1,𝑛}
𝜆

𝑛−1
(12)

=(𝑛 − 1) 𝜆𝑒
𝜆

+ 𝑣{1,𝑛} (13)

≥Ω(𝑛), (14)

due to the non-negativity of version age. Since the upper bound
for any push-network is 𝑂 (𝑛) [13], the average version age of the
network with push gossiping scales as Θ(𝑛). Next, we find 𝑣1 for
the pull protocol,

𝑣1 =
𝜆𝑒 + 𝜆𝑣{1,𝑛}

𝜆
(15)

=
𝜆𝑒

𝜆
+ 𝑣{1,𝑛} (16)

=
𝜆𝑒

𝜆
+
𝜆𝑒 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 𝑣{1,2,𝑛}

𝜆 + 𝜆
𝑛−1

(17)

≤
(
2 +𝑂

(
1
𝑛

))
𝜆𝑒

𝜆
, (18)

where the last inequality follows from a symmetry argument, i.e.,
a pull-only network can be thought of as a push-only network with
flipped edges. We observe that while both networks have Θ(𝑛) total
communication rate, this rate is more uniform in the push-network,
whereas it is heavily concentrated on the central vertex in the pull-
network. Thus, the push-pull protocol also performs better than the
push protocol, as we will see in Lemma 1.

Next, we compare the pull and push-pull protocol using the net-
work illustrated on the right in Fig. 2. It is easy to see that under the
push protocol, for any 𝑖 ≠ 1, this network will have worse average
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Fig. 2: A star network where only one node receives updates directly
from the source node. In the left network, the central node receives
the updates and in the right network, a non-central node receives the
updates. In this example, 𝑛 = 7.

version age compared to the previously analyzed network. Thus, we
start our calculations with the pull protocol on the central vertex,

𝑣𝑛 =
𝜆𝑒 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 𝑣{1,𝑛}
𝜆

𝑛−1
(19)

=(𝑛 − 1) 𝜆𝑒
𝜆

+ 𝑣{1,𝑛} (20)

=Ω(𝑛), (21)

in a similar way to (14). Hence, the version age of node 𝑛 is Θ(𝑛).
Furthermore, any 𝑗 ∈ {2, . . . , 𝑛 − 1} can only access the source’s
packets through 𝑛, so every node apart from 1 has linear age scaling.

Next, we analyze the version age of this network under the
push-pull protocol. Once again, any information to nodes N ′ =

{2, . . . , 𝑛 − 1} passes from node 1 through node 𝑛. Hence, all nodes
in this set will have worse version age than node 𝑛 and due to the
symmetry of the network, all nodes in this set will have the same
limiting average version age. This condition holds for every set
containing an equal number of nodes from N ′ and either 1 or 𝑛 or
both. Hence, we define {𝑖}, {1, 𝑖}, {𝑛, 𝑖} and {1, 𝑛, 𝑖} to represent
sets containing 𝑖 nodes from N ′ and either of 1 and 𝑛.

First, we notice that 𝑣1 =
𝜆𝑒

𝜆
because 𝜆0 (𝑆) = 𝜆1{1 ∈ 𝑆}.

Hence, it has the minimum version age out of all nodes in any subset
of N . This results in any set having node 1 in it to have 𝜆𝑒

𝜆
limiting

average version age. Next, we note that for 𝑖 < 𝑛 − 2,

𝑣{𝑛,𝑖} =
𝜆𝑒 + (𝜆 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 ) (𝑣{1,𝑛,𝑖} + (𝑛 − 𝑖 − 2)𝑣{𝑛,𝑖+1} )
(𝑛 − 𝑖 − 1) (𝜆 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 )
(22)

≤ 2𝜆𝑒
𝜆

1
𝑛 − 𝑖 − 1

+ 𝑛 − 𝑖 − 2
𝑛 − 𝑖 − 1

𝑣{𝑛,𝑖+1} . (23)

Then, we can write out the recursion as follows,

𝑣{1} =
𝜆𝑒 + (𝜆 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 )𝑣{𝑛,1}
𝜆 + 𝜆

𝑛−1
(24)

=
𝜆𝑒

𝜆 + 𝜆
𝑛−1

+
𝜆𝑒 + (𝜆 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 ) (𝑣{1,𝑛,1} + 𝑣{𝑛,2} )
2(𝜆 + 𝜆

𝑛−1 )
(25)

.

.

.

≤𝜆𝑒

𝜆
+ 2

𝜆𝑒

𝜆

𝑛−3∑︁
𝑙=1

1
𝑛 − 2

+ 𝑜(1) (26)

≤3
𝜆𝑒

𝜆
. (27)
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Fig. 3: A comparison of the push, pull and push-pull protocols for
the star networks, explained in Section 6.

Hence, the push-pull protocol is able to achieve constant version
age, whereas the pull-only and push-only protocols performs very
poorly. These two networks show us that there are networks where
the pull protocol performs much better than the push protocol. Fur-
ther, we observe that the push-pull protocol performs better than both
the push and the pull protocols in some networks.

We note that the version age of any gossiping network with
the push gossiping protocol cannot be better than log 𝑛, since the
fully connected network has version age log 𝑛 [8], and it was shown
in [13] that adding more edges does not decrease version age. On
the other hand, both the pull and push-pull gossiping protocols can
achieve 𝑂 (1) version age in certain gossip networks.

5. COMPARISON BETWEEN PUSH-PULL PROTOCOL
AND PUSH-ONLY/PULL-ONLY PROTOCOLS

In this section, we show that with appropriately scaled weights to
maintain equal total gossip between two nodes, the push-pull proto-
col is better than the push-only and pull-only protocols.

Lemma 1. For any gossip network 𝐺, for any 𝑆 ⊆ N ,

𝑣
push-pull
𝑆

≤ 𝑣
push
𝑆

and 𝑣
push-pull
𝑆

≤ 𝑣
pull
𝑆

where 𝑣
push
𝑆

is the limiting average version age of 𝑆 under the push-

only protocol, and likewise for 𝑣push-pull
𝑆

and 𝑣
pull
𝑆

.

Proof: We verify the first inequality, as the second follows from an
identical argument. Notice that for any edge (𝑖 𝑗) in a push-pull net-
work 𝐺, we can view the forwarding of a packet as a push-only pro-
cess with a superposition of rates. In particular, consider a Poisson
point process with rate 𝜆𝑖 𝑗 = 𝜆

push
𝑖 𝑗

+𝜆pull
𝑗𝑖

. Then, if 𝐺′ is a push-only
network with edge rates given by 𝜆𝑖 𝑗 for every edge (𝑖 𝑗) ∈ 𝐸 (𝐺),
the version age in 𝐺′ is identical to the version age in 𝐺, as the
arrival of packets at any vertex 𝑣 has the same distribution in both
graphs.

Define 𝑁 ′
𝑖 𝑗
(𝑡) to be the number of updates on edge (𝑖 𝑗) in 𝐺′

before time 𝑡, and likewise for 𝑁𝑖 𝑗 (𝑡) for the push-only network
over 𝐺 (that is, the pull-rates in 𝐺 are set to 0). Now, notice that
𝑁 ′
𝑖
(𝑡) stochastically dominates, in the CDF-sense, 𝑁𝑖 (𝑡). This is

clear since both are homogeneous Poisson processes and the rate for
𝑁 ′ is at least that of 𝑁 . Since this is true for every edge, for any
vertex 𝑣 the time it takes a packet to travel from the source to 𝑣 is
stochastically less in 𝐺′ than in 𝐺. It follows that for any time 𝑡 and
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Fig. 4: Version age of a single node in the ring and fully connected
network with the push-pull protocol when compared to the respec-
tive theoretical values under the push protocol found in [11] and [8].

any vertex 𝑣, the version age at 𝑣 in 𝐺′ stochastically dominates the
version age in 𝐺. Therefore, the limiting average version age for the
push-pull network is less than the limiting average version age for
the push-only network. ■

Therefore, we have that the push-pull protocol outperforms both
the push protocol and the pull protocol. Hence, the version ages of
the ring network, fully connected network, grid network, general-
ized ring networks, unit hypercube networks and 𝑑-regular random
graphs under the push-pull protocol are upper bounded by the ver-
sion ages found for the respective networks under the push protocol
in [8, 11–13].

6. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We first verify the results found in Section 4. We choose 𝜆𝑒 = 𝜆 =

1. We vary the number of users in the star network from 100 to
1000 with steps of 100. We compare how the push, pull and push-
pull protocols perform relative to each other with respect to the star
graphs from Section 4. We see that the bounds we found in Section 4
are accurate. The push-pull protocol and pull protocol have constant
version age for the left star network in Fig. 2. For the right star
network, the push and pull protocols have linear version age while
the push-pull protocol has constant version age.

Next, we simulate the ring network with the push-pull protocol
in Fig. 4, where 𝜆𝑒 = 1, 𝜆𝑝𝑢𝑠ℎ = 𝜆𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑙 = 0.5 for both the push and
pull rates for all gossip connections, in order to have a fair compari-

son with the theoretical bound
√︃

𝜋
2
√
𝑛 obtained for the ring network

in [11] with the push protocol. We also simulate the fully connected
network with half rate push-pull protocol and compare with the the-
oretical bound log 𝑛 found in [8]. We see that the theoretical bounds
agree with the simulation results and the result in Lemma 1.

7. CONCLUSION

We considered gossip networks with the pull and push-pull protocol
and analyzed them with the version age metric. We found recur-
sive equations to quantify the version age of sets of nodes in the
network. We used these recursive equations and the star network
to compare the performances of the push, pull and push-pull proto-
cols and showed that 𝑂 (1) version age is achievable for the pull and
push-pull protocol. We then showed that the push-pull protocol out-
performs both the push and pull protocols for minimizing the version
age. Finally, we verified our results with numerical simulations.
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