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	Reviewer’s comment

	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.


	The manuscript is a timely and policy-relevant contribution to the literature as it focuses on understanding the socio-economic profile and income determinants of women who are involved in the gig economy in Kerala. Whereas the gig economy has also attracted increasingly scholarly interest, more empirical research on the concept at the state level, especially concerning the experiences of women workers in high human development settings such as Kerala, is scarce. The analysis based on primary data and logistic regression analysis offers the contribution of quantitative evidence to the debate on gendered labour market transformation, informalisation, and labour platform work on digital platform. The results can be applicable to labour economists and gender scholars, as well as policymakers, interested in income vulnerability, digital inclusivity, and social protection in non-standard employment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title fits perfectly and gives the accurate idea of the scope and methodology of the study.

	

	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 is well-structured or clear. It summarizes the aims, the methodology, the sample size and the main findings. 
Nonetheless, I would recommend the following: 
· Explain that the dependent variable is individual income or household income (presently stated as individual income earnings). 
· Briefly state the districts covered so as to enhance specificity in terms of context. 
· Show the small analytic ability of the model (pseudo-R 2) as a representation of statistical transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is logically presented and uses the right statistical instruments (descriptive statistics, chi-square test, logistic regression). Nonetheless, the following problems should be addressed:

· Model Specification Issue:

The logistic regression model has an explanation of limited variation (pseudo-R- squared = 0.0344). This limitation should be clearly identified by the authors and remain unmentioned, or they should address the omitted variable bias (e.g., working hours, platform type, experience, duration, level of digital skills).

· Dependent Variable Conceptual clarity:

The model considers family income every month as an indicator of gig income vulnerability. This should be better justified since family income can be a representation of more than just gig work.

· Binary Coding Decisions:

There are certain dichotomisations (e.g. education below/above SSLC or +2) that decrease variation. Selection of threshold should be justified by the authors.

· Caste Variable Reporting inconsistency:

On the table of description, OBC majority is reported, and on another table, descriptive statistics reports SC majority. This must be clarified.

· District Variation:
This paper refers to three districts but there is no systematic comparison of difference between districts.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The paper has a number of recent sources (20242025), which is laudable. 

However: 

· The reference to some of them seems to be unpublished or obscure (e.g., Rahul and Shaifali, 2025).

· Include ILO (2021, 2023) articles on digital labor platforms. 

· Include World Bank (2022/2023) figures on the employment of platforms in third world economies. 

· The global gig gender wage gap literature can be considered to position broadly. 

· Make sure it has consistency in its formatting of the URLs and DOI citations.
	

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


	The language is mostly scholarly and plain English. 
Whereas:

· There are few areas that are duplicated (mostly policy implications).

· Long paragraphs are to be divided into a couple of long paragraphs.

· Minor grammatical narrowing is advisable.

· General quality of language: Acceptable, but minor revision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is adequately formatted and discusses a significant and relevant issue. Nevertheless, the research would be enhanced by having better theoretical framing that would have helped situate the empirical results within greater discussions on the subject of gig work and gender. An explanation of the modest explanatory power of the model and more compelling reasons why the variables should be classified in a binary way would contribute to an increased methodological transparency. There may be minor inconsistencies in reporting the data, which should be cross-verified and the formatting of tables/figures may be enhanced to be more readable. All in all, the paper has a good potential with few refinements.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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