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This report analyzes the relationship between flexible
work and career progression using positions added by
LinkedIn members in the United States. We apply
survival modeling to measure time to promotion,
examining the differences by gender and work
location, highlighting that while flexible work offers
women greater workforce participation opportunities, it
may also come with hidden career costs.



Introduction

Globally, women continue to be
underrepresented in leadership positions
in the workforce (Lara, S. et al, 2023; Lara,
S. & Baird, M., 2025). In our recent report
with the World Economic Forum, we
found that while women represent over
407% of the workforce, only 28.8% of
leadership positions are filled by women
(World Economic Forum, 2025; Lara, S. &
Baird, M., 2025). While this represents
improvement, in 2015 26.2% of leadership
positions were held by women, it points to
a long path to gender parity. Indeed, the
share of new leadership hires which are
women, the critical funnel to increase
representation, has stalled and fallen over
the last few years after peaking in 2022,
returning to pre-pandemic levels.

One outcome from the COVID-19
pandemic was increased work flexibility in
terms of workplace location through
remote and hybrid work. This flexibility has
been positioned as a gain for women's
careers in the workforce (Valle-Gutierrez,
L., 2024; FitOn Health, 2025), given
dependent care responsibilities often
disproportionately fall to women and,
though women are more likely to forgo
career opportunities that require
migration, they are more likely to move for
a partner’s career (Liongosari, C. et dl,
2024). Forced career breaks, which
women are more likely to use for
dependency care reasons (Kavanagh-
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Smith, D., 2024), also slow down career
progression and help explain one of the
reasons for long term gender disparities in
the workforce. Flexible work arrangements
may allow women who would otherwise
step out of the labor force to remain, or
remain for longer, and potentially suffer

fewer of the long-term costs of separation
(Goldin, C., 2014).

In this report, we build on prior research by
leveraging LinkedIn data on people’s
career outcomes and flexible work
arrangements during and after the
pandemic. Our previous research showed
that women are more likely than men to
apply to both remote or hybrid roles, but
that in the case of remote roles there is a
notable lack of supply, increasing their
competition (Hood, R. and Liongosari, C.,
2024; Liongosari, C. and Hood, R., 2024).
As of July 2025, 40.2% of applications by
women were to remote roles compared to
36.1% of applications by men, yet remote
roles make up just 8.5% of roles offered in
the United States. WWomen are also more
likely to apply to hybrid roles, though less
pronounced, making up 20.1% of
applications by women, compared to
20.0% of applications by men.

Women are clearly seeking flexible work
opportunities, but while flexibility may offer
increased opportunity for women to

participate in the workforce, there may be
hidden costs (Moller, S. et al, 2024;
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Villamor, I. et al, 2023). Our research uses
survival modeling with LinkedIn data to
understand time to promotion for men

and women as functions of their work
location.

Data and Methodology

Our analysis focuses on positions added
by LinkedIn members in the United States.
LinkedIn members can add a position to
their profile, where they are required to
include a title, company name, start date,
and end date. Supplementary to this, a
LinkedIn member can also add optional
fields like work location type (remote, on-
site, hybrid), location, employment type
(for example, full-time) and a description.

Positions can be added at any time,
enabling members to update their current
employment status as well as their
employment history. Because members
can list multiple positions over time, we
track changes in their roles to understand
career progression. Specifically, we
analyze the time required for a member to
get promoted using increases in seniority
level, such as moving from entry-level to
experienced, as an indicator. To measure
this “time to promotion,” we calculate the
gap between positions within the same
company where a promotion occurred.
We also analyze differences by gender
and work location.

The work location feature on a member’s
profile was popularized after the
pandemic, due to the substantial rise in
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remote work, and later, by the increase of
hybrid work. Figure 1 shows the share of
positions added by members in the United
States where their work location was
reported as on-site, remote or hybrid. We
do not restrict the time period of the data
set and include all positions where the
work location has been reported. Figure 2
shows the share of members in the United
States currently employed by their work
location for men and women. More details
on the data and methodology can be
found in the Appendix.

Figure 3 shows the share of positions by
seniority for men and women that were
followed by a promotion. The majority of
positions that resulted in a promotion have
an experienced or entry-level seniority.
Women in entry-level roles are more likely
to get promoted than men, notably when
career breaks are less likely, but for all
other seniorities men are more likely to be
promoted. Figure 4 shows the distribution
of position tenures before promotion for
men and women. We see that most
promotions occur between 1-2 years, and
that many promotions also occur within a
year, likely driven by faster promotions for
those in entry-level and experienced
positions.
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Figurel
Work location feature coverage using the start date of a position added by a
Linkedln member in the United States
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Figure 2

The share of men and women in the United States currently employed by
work location

60%

50%

40%

30%

Share of members [%]

20%

10%

0%

o 3 2
S i £
T e) 8
Il \\Vomen Il Men Linked m

Linked Y] FEconomic Gra ph economicgraph.linkedin.com



Figure 3

The share of positions for men and women by seniority that were followed by

a promotion
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We estimate time to promotion using Cox
Proportional Hazard models, as predicted
by several covariates (see the Appendix
for further description of modeling). In
addition to the primary predictors of
gender and work location, we include as
covariates the seniority level of the
position, the industry of the member,
location of the position, occupation of the
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position, and a member’'s educational
attainment.

We provide a description of these fields in
the Appendix. We fit four Cox Proportional
Hazard models, outlined in Table 1. We
also utilize a Cox Proportional Hazard
model to analyze potential economic
biases; more detail on this model can also
be found in the Appendix.

economicgraph.linkedin.com



Figure 4
The share of positions for men and women that resulted in a promotion by
tenure at the most recent position before promotion

9 3558
35.0%
30.0% 0’
8%
- 25.0%
2
4] o,
5 209
2 20.0%
G
[o]
o
<
o 15.0%
e (]
O
7
10.0%
7% 7%
[o)
5.0% o
. 2% gy L.
0.0% Bl s i Q0% 0%0%  oxox
5 i 0 0 I % © 0 0 0 o
8 O O O O O O [} O (0] O
> [0 o [0 (0] o [0 (0] o [0 )
— > > > > > > > > > >
\ N N < Lo O ™~ 0] o (@] +
\ \Y \ \ \% \ \Y \ T 9
— N N < [To) Ne) ~ o o
| I \Vomen Il Men |
Linked T}

Table 1

Description of Cox Proportional Hazard models used

Model Description
1 Gender + covariates
2 Work location + covariates
S Gender + work location + covariates
4 Gender interacted with work location + covariates
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Results

shows the overall gender gap in time to
promotion. A higher curve (such as
women have) signifies longer times to
promotion. This can be interpreted in two
ways.

Survival Curves

Survival functions allow us to examine
differences in time to promotion without
imposing modeling assumptions. Figure 5

Figure 5
Survival functions for men and women, showing a gender gap in time to
promotion
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First, we can analyze a horizontal slice of
the data: in Figure 5, if we examine the
survival function at 0.9, we find the
associated tenure for men is 65 months,
whereas for women it is /4 months. This is
interpreted as 90% of men require longer
than 65 months to be promoted, while
90% of women require longer than /74
months. Or alternatively, only 65 months
are needed for 10% of men to have been
promoted, while 74 months are needed
for 10% of women to have been
promoted.

Alternatively, we can analyze a verticadl
slice of the figure, say at 60 months. Using

Figure 6

this, we observe that by five years since
starting a position, 9% of men would have
been promoted, whereas only 8% of
women would have been promoted.

Figure 6 shows the survival curves for men
and women and starting seniority level,
and Figure 7 shows the share of men and
women by seniority who have been
promoted by five years after starting @
new position, that is, analyzing vertical
slices of Figure 6 at 60 months. We see
that men are more likely to be promoted
by five years at most seniority levels,
except for distinguished and experienced
manager levels.

Survival functions for men and women by seniority level
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Figure 6 cont’'d
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Figure 7
The share of men and women by seniority who have been promoted five
years after starting a new position
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We next turn our attention to typical For example, as of five years 10% of on-
differences in the survival curves by work site workers have been promoted,
location, regardless of gender (shown in compared to 8% of hybrid and remote
Figure 8). On-site workers have faster workers. Thus, there is a clear penalty

promotion times than remote and hybrid associated with flexible work.
workers, which are approximately equall.
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Figure 8

Survival functions by work location
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If we examine each work location’s
survival curve for men and women (shown
in Figure 9), we find an interesting and
stark pattern: working on-site, women
clearly have a slower trajectory to
promotion than men. However, those
curves collapse when we look at flexible
work — for remote work, the gap is smaller
and for significant portions insignificantly
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different. The hybrid curves are even
closer. This forms the primary narrative of
our analysis, where women are faced with
a “double-edged sword”: moving to
flexible work situations significantly
decreases the gender gap in promotion
timelines but does so by lowering the time
to promotion significantly for both men
and women.
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Figure 9

Survival functions for men and women by work location
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Covariate-Adjusted
Survival Analysis

While the survival curves provide insights
into gender and work location promotion
gaps, they may be impacted by other
factors which are correlated with gender.
For example, women are less likely to
work in the tech industry than men. If
promotion rates tend to be faster in this
industry, then this may overstate the
gender gap conditional on being in the
same situation. This allows us to adjust to
multiple risk factors, regressing covariates
(work location and gender) against time
to promotion. In a Cox Proportional
Hazard Model, a higher hazard indicates
a higher risk of a promotion occurring.

Table 2 shows the hazard ratios for the key
predictors, adjusted with the broad set of
covariates. Model 1 shows us that men are
1.0% more likely to be promoted than
women every month, holding constant the
factors such as industry, occupation, and
geography. While this may seem small,
this cumulates each month across several
years, leading to the broad gender
disparities in leadership noted earlier.
Model 2 demonstrates the gap for remote
and hybrid work, where a hazard ratio of
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0.961 implies remote workers are 3.9%
less likely to be promoted each month
compared to on-site workers. Hybrid
workers have even lower rates, with o
6.8% lower probability of being promoted
each month compared to on-site workers,
all else equal.

In model &, we control for both gender
and location and find that the coefficients
are substantively the same. However, in
model 4 we interact the coefficients,
which provides an ordering for us, relative
to a baseline reference group of women
working on-site. Men working on-site have
the fastest time to promotion, with a 4.7%
higher probability of being promoted than
on-site women. However, on-site women
have better promotion rates than any of
the flexible work arrangements. \Where the
gap is closest for women and men is
remote work (where each are 2.5% and
3.6% less likely to be promoted than on-
site women respectively), followed by
women and men in hybrid work (5.9% and
0.0% less likely, respectively). These results
stand in contrast somewhat to the raw
survival curves: once we control for gender
and HQ proximity, remote work offers a
lower probability of promotion than hybrid,
which is not evident from the survival
curves.

economicgraph.linkedin.com



Table 2

Hazard ratios for covariates of interest!

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coefficient Gender Worklocation vf/ierlrz?oecroi?odn ?Vig(f;:i:[i;%(;f:

Men 1009915 1.009334

Remote 0.961096 0.961263

Hybrid 0.931756 0.931781
Men, On-site 1.047424
Women, Hybrid 0.941242
Men, Hybrid 0.945364
Women, Remote 0.964112
Men, Remote 0.974652

In Figure 10, we show the predicted
amount of time required for 10% of
workers to be promoted by gender and
work location. We calculate this by
covariate-adjusting using model 4 for
each of the six combinations between
gender and work location, which
accounts for the influence of covariates
like industry, location, and functional area.

Figure 10 confirms our earlier analysis of @
“double-edged sword” for women. We
see that on-site workers have shorter times

L All hazard ratios reported have p-values of <0.005

Linked ] Economic Graph

to promotion, with 10% of workers
promoted within 66 months on average.
On-site men are promoted fastest, with
10% of men promoted within 64 months,
whilst on-site women require a further four
months to be promoted. For flexible work
arrangements, we again observe parity
between women and men but longer
promotion times: both 10% of men and
women working remotely are promoted
within 70 months and for hybrid work this
extends to /2 months.
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Figure 10

Period in months for 10% of workers to be promoted for each of the six
combinations between gender and work location
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In Table 3 we share the hazard ratios from
model 4 for each baseline seniority.
Examining these distinctions can revedl,
for example, how remote work interacts
with organizational hierarchies. Early
career promotion rates show a clear
proximity effect: employees in hybrid or
remote work, especially women in hybrid
work, are promoted more slowly than their
on-site peers. As employees progress to
more senior positions, these location
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effects tend to diminish, or in some cases
even reverse. Being on site is particularly
important for early-career workers’
progression for both men and women.
Overall, hybrid work appears to carry the
most consistent disadvantage for women,
while remote work penalizes early
advancement but may not hinder, and
could even benefit, promotion into senior
leadership.

economicgraph.linkedin.com



Table 3

Hazard ratios? where gender is interacted with work location (model 4)

restricting to each seniority level

Seniority

Entry-Level Experienced Distinguished

Entry-Level Experienced Director-

Coefficient Manager Manager Level

Men, On-site 1024761 1.058532  1.034300 1025350 0.958880 1.019092
(<0.005) (<0.005) (0.11) (0.32) (0.03) (0.05)

Women, Hybrid ~ 0.854521  0.952143 1.000761 0.961516 1051651  0.963225

(<0.005) (<0.005) (0.98) (0.36) (0.16) (<0.005)

Men, Hybrid 0.869188 0.962346  0.942975  0.957035 1033553  0.984527
(<0.0095) (<0.005) (0.02) (0.24) (0.29) (0.19)

Women, Remote  0.962760 0.970325  1.046855 1.041976 1104661  1.025949
(0.01) (<0.005) (0.21) (0.34) (0.01) (0.05)

Men, Remote 0.952681 0.991739 0.993597  1.036674 1072491  1.050330

(<0.005) (0.09) (0.82) (0.38) (0.07) (<0.005)

Conclusion

The COVID-19 pandemic introduced a
structural shift in work, expanding
opportunities for remote and hybrid work
for all, and is often viewed as a potential
advantage for women in particular
balancing career and caregiving. Our
analysis complicates this viewpoint.

Using survival modeling with LinkedIn
data, overall, we find men consistently
advance faster than women: 10% of men
are promoted within 65 months,

2 p-values are in parentheses.
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compared to /4 months for women.
Interestingly, this gap varies with work
arrangement. On-site roles offer the
fastest promotions but widen gender
disparities. Flexible arrangements reduce
this gap, but only because progression
slows for both men and women.
Covariate-adjusted estimates show that
on-site men progress fastest with 10%
promoted by 64 months, whereas for 10%
of on-site women to be promoted this
extends to 68 months, and remote and
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hybrid workers of both genders lag still arrangements but are faced with slower
further behind (/0 months and /2 months  progression than men. These findings

respectively). highlight the need for organizations to

revisit promotion practices, ensure visibility
Thus, flexible work is a “double-edged for flexible workers, and address structural
sword” for women: women gain parity at barriers so flexibility does not become a
the cost of slower advancement, while trade-off between equity and career

women who remain on-site are promoted  growth.
faster than women in flexible work
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Appendix

Data and
Privacy

This body of work represents the world
seen through LinkedIn data, drawn from
the anonymized and aggregated profile
information of LinkedIn's 243+ million
members in the United States. As such, it is
influenced by how members choose to
use the platform, which can vary based on
professional, social, and regional culture,
as well as overall site availability and
accessibility. In publishing these insights
from LinkedIn's Economic Graph, we want
to provide accurate statistics while
ensuring our members' privacy. As a result,
all data show aggregated information for
the corresponding period following strict
data quality thresholds that prevent
disclosing any information about specific
individuals.

Further
Methodology

LinkedIn members can add a position to
their profile, where they are required to
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include a title, company name, start date,
and end date. Supplementary to this, a
Linkedln member can also add optional
fields like location type (for example,
remote), location, employment type (for
example, full-time) and a description.
Positions can be added at any time,
enabling members to update their current
employment status as well as their
employment history.

We analyze this position-level LinkedIn
data, such that each row contains
information of a position added by a
member to their LinkedIn profile. Members
can be included in the data multiple times
if they have added several positions.

This study relies on three key measures: (1)
time to promotion, which depends on
understanding a worker’s seniority level
across time, (2) gender, and (3) work
location, which can be on-site, remote, or

hybrid.
Promotion and seniority
level

We apply a chronological rank to @
member’s positions and consider a
member as having a “career transition” as
each subsequent position is added.
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Where there is an increase in a member’s
seniority level, we consider this as a
promotion. A member’s “time to
promotion” is calculated from the start
date of their previous position to the start
date of the promotion position. To control
for company variations, we analyze
member transitions between positions at
the same company.

By increasing seniority, the levels we
evaluate are entry-level, experienced,
distinguished, entry-level manager,
experienced manager, director-level, and
vice president-level. Members already at
levels above this are not included (e.g., C-
suite or partners) as they are considered
the highest seniority level and are
therefore not subject to promotions. We do
not consider pre-entry levels.

Gender

We recognize that some LinkedIn
members identify beyond the traditional
gender constructs of “man” and “woman”.
If not explicitly self-identified, we have
inferred the gender of members included
in this analysis either by the pronouns used
on their LinkedIn profiles or inferred on the
basis of first name. We retained in the
analysis members for whom we had
reliable gender data, either through their
self-identification or through our inference.

Work location
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We define three categories of work
location: on-site, remote, and hybrid. A
remote job refers to ajob that can be
performed completely out of the office, a
hybrid job refers to a job that is performed
both in the office and out of the office, and
an on-site job refers to a job that is carried
out completely in the office. As previously
mentioned, a member has the option of
inputting their work location type when
adding a position to their LinkedIn profile,
this is not inferred.

Statistical model

We estimate time to promotion using Cox
Proportional Hazard models, as predicted
by several covariates. In addition to the
primary predictors of gender and work
location, we include as covariates the
seniority level of the position, the industry of
the member, location of the position,
occupation of the position, and @
member’s educational attainment. We
provide a description of these fields in the
following section. We use the Python
lifelines package for our analysis.

Covariates

E ducational attainment

We include a member’s highest level of
educational attainment; by increasing
level these are: high school diploma,

economicgraph.linkedin.com



associate degree, bachelor’s degree,
master’s degree, and doctoral degree.

Industry

LinkedIn’s industry taxonomy is @
collection of entities that share economic
activities and contribute to a specific
product or service. An industry represents
the products or services that a company
offers or sells. Broadly, we define top level
industries in this data as: accommodation
and food services; administrative and
support services; construction; consumer
services; education; entertainment
providers; farming, ranching, forestry;
financial services; government
administration; holding companies;
hospitals and health care; manufacturing;
oil, gas, and mining; professional services;

real estate and equipment rental services;
retail; technology, information and media;

transportation, logistics, supply chain and
storage; utilities; and wholesale.

Geography

This analysis considers members who
have reported their location in the United
States. We also include the state of the
member at the time of the position before
promotion.

Functional area

We define a functional area as a broad
grouping of job titles, which is
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representative of an occupational
component in our data. we consider 26
functional areas in this analysis:
accounting; administrative; arts and
design; business development;
community and social services; consulting;
customer success and support; education;
engineering; entrepreneurship; finance;
healthcare services; human resources;
information technology; legal; marketing;
media and communication; military and
protective services; operations; product
management; program and project
management; purchasing quality
assurance; real estate; research; and
sales.

Seniority

We evaluate and define the following
seniority levels:

Entry-Level: Individual requires a basic
amount of training and guidance to be
capable of independently completing
tasks.

Experienced: Individual has a level of
experience that allows them to complete
tasks independently and is capable of
mentoring entry-level employees.

Distinguished: Individual does not have
direct reports but has leadership
responsibilities and advanced expertise in
their domain.

economicgraph.linkedin.com



Entry-Level Manager: Individual is a first-
time manager with direct reports and
leadership responsibilities for a single
group of individuals.

Experienced Manager: Individual is an
experienced manager with direct reports
and leadership responsibilities for a single
group of individuals.

Director-Level: Individual is an
experienced manager with direct reports
and leadership responsibilities for multiple
groups of individuals.

Vice President-Level: Individual has direct
reports and leadership responsibilities for
one business function or unit.

Assessing
economic bias

We further utilized a Cox Proportional
Hazard model separate from models 1-4
to analyze potential economic biases. We
fit a Cox Proportional Hazard model on
gender, work location and the following
covariates:

e The year the position was started

e The year the position was started
interacted with the work location
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e The year the position was started
interacted with the industry and
seniority level

e The number of hires in the United
States the year the position was
started

This allows us to analyze if there is a
change due to economic circumstances,
if remote roles are more common
depending on the member’s industry and
seniority at that time, and if hiring trends
affect work location. This is with respect to
women working on-site with the start year
of the position in 2016.

Figure A.l1 shows the hazard ratios of the
“economic model”.

economicgraph.linkedin.com



Figure Al

Hazard ratios of our “economic model”
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