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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	• Addresses an important gap by examining earnings, savings and financial vulnerability among women gig workers in Kerala, a segment often overlooked in economic research [p.2–p.3].

• Utilises primary data from 300 respondents across three districts, providing context-specific evidence to inform inclusive financial policies [p.5 para 4.1].

• Integrates theoretical perspectives (Life-Cycle, Behavioural Life-Cycle, Intersectionality) to frame analysis and enrich understanding of determinants [p.3 para 66–89].

• Findings have practical relevance for policymakers, gig platforms and financial institutions seeking to enhance financial resilience among women workers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	• The title accurately reflects the variables studied (earnings, savings, financial vulnerability) and the methodological approach (logistic regression analysis).

• Consider shortening or clarifying the title by emphasising saving behaviour and financial vulnerability among women gig workers in Kerala.

• If the complementary log–log model is central to your analysis, mention it explicitly to reflect the robustness check and avoid confusion [p.5 para 4.2].
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	• The abstract summarises the scope, sample (300 women gig workers) and methods (descriptive statistics, logistic regression, complementary log–log) [p.1 lines 6–16].

• It highlights key determinants like income stability, financial goals, access to financial products and household responsibilities, and offers policy suggestions [p.1 lines 11–17].

• However, the abstract does not explain why a complementary log–log model is used; a brief justification would help readers understand the modelling choice.

• Consider reporting the direction and significance of major coefficients and clarifying the dependent variable to enhance transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	• The cross-sectional design and logistic regression for a binary outcome are appropriate, but the methodology lacks details on estimation procedures, software, diagnostic tests and handling of multicollinearity or model fit [p.5 para 149–163].

• The complementary log–log model is introduced for robustness, yet the authors do not explain how they assessed asymmetry or why this link function was selected [p.5 para 157–163].

• Variable definitions and coding are provided, but the model specification does not discuss variable selection criteria or potential omitted-variable bias [p.6 para 204–212].

• Results report coefficients and p-values but omit pseudo‑R², likelihood ratio tests, confidence intervals (except for cloglog) and marginal effects; including these would improve rigour and interpretability.

• Discuss model assumptions (e.g., independence, linearity in the logit) and present diagnostics (e.g., Hosmer–Lemeshow test) to demonstrate scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	• The reference list includes foundational theories and studies up to 2025, indicating an awareness of relevant literature [p.3 para 66–89].

• However, methodological references on logistic regression and complementary log–log modelling in similar contexts are sparse; adding such sources would justify model selection.

• Consider citing empirical studies on financial behaviour among gig workers and binary outcome modelling to strengthen the theoretical foundation.

• Ensure all cited works are included in the reference list and adhere to the journal’s formatting guidelines.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	• The manuscript is generally well-organised and readable; however, some sentences are lengthy and could be simplified for clarity [p.2 lines 30–40].

• Minor grammatical errors and inconsistent tense usage require careful proofreading to enhance professionalism.

• Use subheadings and smooth transitions to improve the flow between sections and highlight key arguments.
	

	Optional/General comments


	• Provide greater transparency on the logistic and complementary log–log estimation process: specify estimation method (e.g., maximum likelihood), software used, and diagnostic tests conducted.

• Include odds ratios, marginal effects and discussion of effect sizes to aid interpretation and policy relevance.

• Consider addressing potential endogeneity or omitted-variable bias; additional robustness checks beyond the log-log model could strengthen the analysis.
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