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	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.


	As underlined by the author “This study offers a timely and original contribution to the expanding body of scholarship on the gig economy by focusing specifically on women workers in Kerala, a state widely acknowledged for its distinctive social development trajectory.” Therefore, the selected topic is of high importance for the scientific community because it contributes to the academic literature on gender inclusion in the gig economy. At the same time, it provides empirical evidence on women’s engagement in this sector from a context that has been relatively underexplored. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable 
	

	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 generally well written; however, I would recommend reviewing the concepts used. For example, the expression “a channel of economic inclusion” may not be appropriate, as the term channel is usually associated with different contexts and may not accurately convey the idea of inclusion. I suggest carefully revising the abstract to ensure that all concepts are used precisely and consistently. Additionally, the final part referring to future needs is quite generic and broad. It would be more effective to focus on one key future direction and provide more specific details to strengthen the conclusion of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the manuscript demonstrates a certain level of scientific relevance, it requires several major improvements before it can be considered for publication:

1) Structure: Introduction requires further elaboration. I recommend integrating the section on “Significance of the Study” into the Introduction rather than presenting it as a separate section, as this would improve the overall flow of the manuscript. Additionally, the literature review is too brief and needs to be expanded by incorporating insights from relevant authors and studies.

2) Overgeneralizations and conceptual focus: Some parts of the manuscript contain generalizations that appear overly generic and do not clearly support the central focus of the article. For instance, the study claims to examine the “socioeconomic profile and income determinants of women gig workers in Kerala,” yet it also introduces themes such as “economic insecurity,” “algorithmic biases,” and “harassment and discrimination,” which are not sufficiently developed and appear to deviate from the core research focus. I recommend conducting additional literature review and refining the conceptual framework so that the discussion remains closely aligned with the main research objective.

3) Terminology: Certain expressions, such as “anecdotal narratives,” should be used with caution or avoided unless they are clearly defined and methodologically justified within the research context.

4) The scale of the study needs to be reflected more accurately. For example, the claim that the research provides “statistically robust evidence” appears overstated given that the study is based on a sample of 300 respondents. When compared with the population of Kerala, let alone India, this remains a relatively limited sample. The wording should therefore be adjusted to reflect the scope and limitations of the data more precisely.

5) The methodology section requires substantial revision, as it currently mixes several methods without clearly explaining the research design, data collection process, and analytical approach. For instance, the abstract states that data will be collected through snowball sampling and analysed using logistic regression, chi-square tests, and descriptive statistics, yet the methodology section introduces additional method such as interviews. Interviews represent a qualitative method, while surveys belong to quantitative research. The author should clearly define whether the study follows a quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-methods approach and explain how the methods are integrated. In addition, this section lacks references to relevant methodological literature and should include citations of authors who have used similar approaches.

6) Geographic scope of the study: Throughout the manuscript, the study is presented as focusing on Kerala, yet the methodology section specifies that the research was conducted in Kannur, Ernakulam, and Thiruvananthapuram. This needs to be clarified and consistently reflected throughout the manuscript, starting from the abstract and introduction to the methodology and results sections.

7) Results and Discussion section requires further development. It would be valuable to explore the relationship between women’s participation in the gig economy and their participation in traditional sectors of employment. For instance, professions such as teaching often have a high proportion of women. Is this also the case in India or in Kerala specifically? If relevant, such contextual reflections should be incorporated. The section should avoid general statements and instead provide a deeper analysis of the collected data, clearly linking the findings to the literature reviewed earlier in the manuscript.

1) 8) The Conclusion section is currently too brief. It should be expanded to summarise the main findings of the study, highlight the key contributions, and acknowledge the limitations of the research while suggesting directions for future studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are not sufficient and needs major improvements. Check these:
· Ghosh, A., Ramachandran, R., & Zaidi, M. (2021). Women workers in the gig economy in India: An exploratory study. Available at SSRN 3944205.
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· Verma, M. K. (2025). Gender and Work: Women in India's Gig Economy. IJSAT-International Journal on Science and Technology, 16(4).

· Agrawal, D., & Bhukya, R. (2022). Effects of the GIG economy on the workplace: A contemporary Indian perspective study. International Journal of Health Sciences, (III), 2701-2718.

· Raj, A., & Yadav, P. (2026). Deciphering the attrition of women in the gig economy in a developing economy. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 1-24.
· Rosca, M. (2025). Digital work: an overview of current definitions, evolution and dimensions. Proceedings of the Central and Eastern European eDem and eGov Days 2025, 117-125.

· James, A. (2024). Platform work‐lives in the gig economy: Recentering work–family research. Gender, Work & Organization, 31(2), 513-534.

· Alacovska, A., Bucher, E., & Fieseler, C. (2024). A relational work perspective on the gig economy: Doing creative work on digital labour platforms. Work, Employment and Society, 38(1), 161-179.

· Rosca, M. (2024). The Digital Work Platforms in Romania: An overview of the current state and possible advancements. Proceedings of the Central and Eastern European eDem and eGov Days 2024, 216-222.
	

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


	The English language needs revisions, because it misleads the reader and offers a confusion about the content.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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