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INTRODUCTION




                                                           



1.1 Introduction
The gig economy is most crucial evolving employment sector in economy that it transforming the nature of work in modern era. This sector which is featured by short term, flexible, and freelance work arrangements, thereby an individual can choose their professional lives by choosing when, where, and how much they want to work. Unlike the traditional employment, this sector allows every individual who engage in the sector to earn income without the constraints of long – term contracts, offering autonomy and flexibility.

 In India the gig sector covers the significant portion by providing numerous opportunities across skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled individuals in Indian society. When we look into this sector, we can see that from the manufacturing to services, it not only grooming the employment landscape but also contributing substantially to the nations GDP. By the increasing emergence of digital platforms specially engaged in food delivery, transportation, home service, tutoring are now being performed by independent workers, mostly we called them as gig workers or giggers.

The origins of the gig economy can be traced back to the early 20th century. The term "gig" was first used by jazz musicians in the U.S. around 1915 to refer to short-term performances. It later expanded into temporary office work during the 1940s. The gig economy witnessed a surge in the 1990s with the rise of digital technology. Platforms like Craigslist (1995) and Upwork (1999) revolutionized how freelancers and clients connected. During the 2008 recession, the gig economy gained significant traction, and the term "gig economy" was popularized by former New Yorker editor Tina Brown in 2009.

The impact of gig economy can be evident in its role of empowering women. There is a general circumstance that every woman must go through, especially in our nation, the conflict between family and work. The women in India is need to more indulge to take responsible in family than in workspace. In order to cope with the family pressure, they are most likely quit their job and free sit back in them in house as a homemaker without any single earning. Now the women empowerment, financial freedom and financial independence become a debate topic among the economy so that the women, themselves put their individual in public and came out of their comfort zone through various gig sectors and showcase their talents and earns as per the ability that the talents and earns as per the ability that they have. 
As per the 2022 report by NITI Aayog, on ‘India’s Booming Gig and Platform Economy’ (NITI Report), the share of gig workers in total workers increased from 0.54% in 2011-12 to 1.33% in 2019 20. The gig economy in India has grown significantly, boasting close to 15 million gig workers engaged in various roles such as delivery, cleaning, consulting, and blogging.
Women participation in gig economy are mostly concluded into specific type of work such as domestic services, beauty and wellness and teaching or caregiving. This implies the pre-existing social norms, rather than enabling true flexibility or empowerment. Often seen that, flexibility offering these works includes double burden of works which means paid and unpaid household responsibility. A 2018 study by the Observer Research Foundation and World Economic Forum found that 35% of women avoided gig work due to: Lack of job security, Irregular income, Unstable work conditions.  Many women in Kerala also express reluctance to engage in platform-based work due to its unreliable and inconsistent nature. Many women working in domestic and caregiving roles in the gig economy face serious challenges. These jobs often reflect the same old inequalities that exist in traditional work settings. According to Hunt and Machingura (2016), this kind of on-demand domestic work doesn’t remove discrimination—it actually repeats it. Women in these jobs often deal with: Verbal or even physical abuse, A general lack of respect for the work they do, very little power to negotiate better pay or working conditions. Another major challenge is that women rarely get a seat at the table when it comes to decisions about the gig platforms they work for. Few women are part of leadership or management in these companies. A study on Uber drivers in the U.S. showed that men earned more than women for the same work. In India, a study by Team Lease found that women delivery workers earned 8–10% less than men doing the same job.
1.2 Review of Literature
There are various studies have been done based on gig economy, its women participation the challenges that women have faced in gig economy basically in socio-economic perspective
· Kasliwal Ria, (2020) the study explores that there is enormous surge in participation of women in gig economy from the time Flipkart was the only digital platform in the country in 2010. Since then, there are various digital platform that provides employment opportunity like housework, cosmetics, and food delivery. Therefore, this platform has particularly attracted female service providers due to the flexibility it offers. Even though this provides employment opportunity still remain structural barriers to women entry into this sector. This study highlights the systemic gender issues that has immensely ruins this sector as well in India and caters recommendations to address them. 
· Nandkumar Anand and Sharma Ankita, (2020) article brings out the lights about that the gig economy promises flexibility and opportunity for women, but gender biases and structural barriers limit their participation and success. To unlock the potential, platforms and policy need to change with an emphasis on safety, gender-inclusive design, and worker support. The platform-driven gig economy has become a significant source of employment in India. The NITI Aayog estimates that about 7.7 million, or about 1.5 percent of India’s workforce, were engaged in the gig economy in 2020–21. Just as important is that the platform-based gig economy in India holds significant potential to empower women in ways traditional sectors have thus far failed to do. The platform driven gig economy facilitates their entry into the workforce and allows them to work flexible hours that accommodate their household responsibilities. Therefore, it enables them to overcome the social and economic barriers that stall their empowerment and embrace the virtues of an empowered household that will likely spill over to future generations. However, the reality of the gig economy for women in India is a bit more nuanced. Due Moreover, women gig workers often face challenges such as low wages, lack of security, limited bargaining power, and algorithmic discrimination.
· Ghosh Anweshaa, (2021) as per this article multidimensional, gendered approach to understand the women roles and experiences in the gig economy. The purpose as well as the objectives behind this study is the changing nature of work and its implications for women in informal and platform-based labour. This article includes the various sector within the gig economy like domestic work, beauty works, food delivery, cab driving, which is concentrated in the Delhi, Bengaluru, Mumbai. It enhances understanding the women vulnerability and agency in the gig economy.
· Kelkar Govind (2022) in accordance with this article state that gig economy which provides flexibility as a double – edge sword, persistent gender gaps, invisibility and informality, structural gender problems etc in elaborated analytical manner. Only marginally and superficially the gig economy has changed the cultural phenomenon around gender. It tends reflect and magnify existing gender inequalities rather than take into pieces them.
· Sardana Sakshi, Mangar Gaurav,  Monika Hanspal (2022) as reported by this research paper, has put forward some understanding the concept of gig economy and the role of women workers. The participation of women in this sector there is such flexibility that a women can do domestic responsibility as well as the professional life. Even though there is such kind of feasibility in professional life, there is lack of social security which could be address through the appropriate legislation. It emphasizes that the importance of understanding the role and participation of women in this sector, the obstacles that encounter, and the need for strategies to improve their working condition and ensure sustainable growth of the gig economy in India.
· Raj Alok j, Awasthi Alka, Kesarwani Ujjwal, Tripathi Marut, Vaish Anurika (2023) the article claim that it exposed the significant increase in the women participation as a freelancer specially in educational sector this study specifies about the barriers to work and the factors that influence their participation as a freelancer in the educational aspect. There are various challenges faced by the women in this aspect to they are lack of flexibility, unequal wages, lack of skill, lack of social security. Even if this study is inclusive in objective but this gives a clarity for the further studies
· Raj Alok j, Awasthi Alka, Kesarwani Ujjwal, Tripathi marut, Vaish Anurika (2023) article claim that it exposed the significant increase in the women participation as a freelancer specially in educational sector this study specifies about the barriers to work and the factors that influence their participation as a freelancer in the educational aspect. There are various challenges faced by the women in this aspect to they are lack of flexibility, unequal wages, lack of skill, lack of social security. Even if this study is inclusive in objective but this gives a clarity for the further studies.
· Panwar Shefali, Singh Divya, Chaduhary Teena (2024) this study emphasises on the need to understand the role of women workers in the barriers they face while working in the gig economy and provide relative measures for its future scope in India. The study that has limited information about the face problems and challenges while working in a gig environment to earn and support their family life. Despite concerns the women participation in gig economy, the govt is actively providing legislative benefits those who engage in this sector.
· Dwived Sulakshna, Deepak Dharmpal (2024) the main bite behind this article mainly revolve around purpose of the study is to critically examine the gap in the current social security system for gig workers in India and purpose potential solutions to address these shortcomings. Initially analyse the existing policy landscape surrounding social security provisions for gig workers in India. Then the purpose policy recommendation that could offer a comprehensive safety net for gig workers.
· Yoganandham. G, Kalaivani. M, (2024) as per this article as the gig sectors grows, it offers us the flexible employment options that can empower women economically and socially. In this gig economy faces income instability and lack of legal protections, often falling outside traditional labour laws, resulting in fluctuating incomes and inadequate workplace protections. Thereafter it should address impact of digital technology adoption and the expansion of the gig economy on women participation in the workforce.
· Usha, Rao Sure (2025) article specifically note down that women thereby suggest potential measures to overcomes the barriers. It shows that the gig economy plays a pivotal role in the sustainable development goals for the empowerment of women and girls. 
· Jha Madhavi, (2025) as per the article brought about the fact that there are gender norms for women generally who have been member of this gig economy. The women in gig economy generally looking for the services like childcare, beauty service, home based retail microenterprises, and housekeeping. this study widely exposes why all these spheres are only for women participation.
· Sen Sukanya and Kalita Mamoni, (2025) study aims to elucidate that it examines the   socio-demographic and occupational profile of women engaged in gig work. Assess   the    impact     of barriers to healthcare services on reproductive health outcomes. Analyze the association between gig work conditions   and   women’s   reproductive health indicators.
· Kumar Ranjitha, (2023) report draws attention to the emergence of the digital platform as an intermediary agent is said to be a disruptive factor to the informal economy. Despite long-standing beliefs and predictions of the sharing economy being a vector that brings about mechanisms of formalization into the informal economy, these effects are rarely observed in the Global South; existing precarities and gendered dynamics only continue to get replicated, and in several conditions, get magnified. The work completed by the worker straddles the line between informality and formality; workers, now working full-time, being paid a wage set by the intermediary also fail to be recognized as employees, hence, excluded from the legal and social benefits of being full-time employees.
· Pathak Chaitali, Uperty Labisha, Maharjan Nasala, (2025) report accentuate that challenges faced by Women in Gig Economy Women in India’s gig economy face multifaceted challenges. These barriers manifest at the policy-, sociocultural- and company-levels. These factors shape the type of work women can access and the options available to negotiate their position in the workforce.
· S.M. Abhiramy, (2025) article underlines that will look at how algorithmic platforms in the gig work industry in India are blind to gendered inequalities in labour and how that translates to conversations on the future of work. In this sense, the paper will only look at gig work that is platform based and will interchangeably use the term gig workers and platform workers throughout the paper. It draws on a vast body of historical and theoretical literature that has long interrogated gender blindness in labour practices. It will look at how the gig economy, rather than addressing these systemic exclusions, either intensifies them or remains profoundly blind to the social and historical conditions that have shaped gendered divisions of labour. 
1.3 Statement of the Problem
The participation of women in gig sector is increasing tremendously in the recent year just after the pandemic waves.  This participation shows that this sector is flexible for both genders who engagingly participate in it. On the other hand, currently upsurge in women participation not only shows its feasibility for them. In order to understand the overall challenges faced by the women in these sectors. So that the women who actively engaged in the gig sector has faced socio economic challenges. This creates an immense focus to study the structural - economic challenges faced by women gig workers. The women who engage in gig economy mainly in Kerala only in some sectors like domestic service, beauty service, online tutoring etc specifically in Kochi, Ernakulam district.
1.4 Objectives
1. To analyse the structural barriers that limit the active participation of women in gig economy.
2. To examine the economic challenges faced by the women gig workers.
3. To assess the adequacy of institutional support system in the gig economy.

1.5 Theoretical framework
 1.5.1. Labour market segmentation theory: This theory says that the labour market is divided into two parts formal sector and informal sector.  The formal sector which includes stable jobs, good payment, fixed hours. In the informal sectors which includes unstable jobs, low payment, no benefits. This theory has relevance among women gig workers because they were belonging to informal sectors where they face no job security, no health benefits and low and irregular income.
1.5.2. Labour supply theory: The theory brings out that individual’s decision regarding participation in the labour market and allocation of working hours based on wages, opportunity cost of time, and household constraints. In the case of women gig workers, labour supply decisions are shaped by unpaid domestic and care responsibility, which limit the time available for paid work. Gig employment, with its flexible working hours, reduce the opportunity costs associated with household responsibilities and therefore becomes a rational labour supply choice
1.6 Methodology
1.6.1 Area of the study: The area chosen for the study is women gig workers in Kochi, Ernakulam. The study mainly concentrates on the women gig workers mainly in domestic services, beauty service, online tutoring, delivery service. 
1.6.2 Source of data: The study uses primary and secondary data. Primary data was collected using questionnaire through personal interview and telephonic interview methods. Secondary data was collected from news articles, reports, books and other publications available.
1.6.3 Sample size: The total population under this study estimated only 40 samples. The study mainly included in 4 categories of women gig workers. 10 samples from each group constituted as 40 samples
1.6.4 Method of analysis: The analysis is done by using, frequency analysis, chi – square and cross tabulation methods 
1.6.5 Period of study: All the data were collected during the period 2025-2026.
1.7 Limitations of the study
1.7.1. Lack of published data on structural and economic barriers faced by the women gig workers.
1.7.2. Difficulty in collecting data as it completely based on response of the respondents, some of the shows reluctance towards giving correct data.
1.7.3. Time constraints to conduct the comprehensive study and the location that selected for the study itself.
1.7.4. Sample size is limited to forty in this study
1.8 Scheme of study
This study is divided into four chapters. Chapter 1 includes an introduction, a review of the literature, a statement of the problem, objectives, theoretical framework, methodology, limitations and scheme of study. Chapter 2 provides a complete overview women participation in gig economy and the exploring the structural and economic barriers faced by women gig worker in Kochi, Ernakulam. chapter 3 conducts a comprehensive analysis of the data collected using graphs, frequency and valid percent analysis, and chi- square and cross tabulation method. Chapter 4 contains the findings, recommendations, and conclusion.











	          
                                                               












                            CHAPTER 2
GIG ECONOMY: AN OVERVIEW


2.1 Gig Economy 
The term gig economy means a segment of the service economy based on flexible, temporary, or freelance jobs, often involving connecting clients and customers through an online platform. In other words, gig economy as sharing or access economy, features temporary, freelance, and part time positions often filled by independent contractors, while offering flexibility and independent contractors. While offering flexibility and independence to workers, it removes job security and benefits like health insurance and paid leave. Companies save costs by hiring freelancers without these benefits.
Therefore, summarize the notion with its specific characteristics as temporary, contract, and freelance jobs rather than permanent positions.  The employers that engaged in this sector can enjoy flexibility but often lack job security and essential benefits such as health insurance. They are hired from a larger, globally accessible talent pool. The upsurged in this economy specifically during covid 19 pandemic, with 64 million Americans participating by 2023. The major downsides include various matters, among that most serious are work-life balance, financial insecurity for workers, and limited career development.
2.2 Significance of Gig Economy
Opportunities for gig workers: The gig economy provides flexible work that helps balance personal and professional life, especially benefiting women, while enhancing skills and earnings potential. 
Business friendly: Businesses gain cost-effective, scalable labour and can hire skilled workers for short term projects, boosting productivity without long term commitments.
Economic growth and job creation: By 2030, India’s gig economy could support 90 million jobs, handle USD 250 billion in work volume, contribute 1.25% to GDP, and make up 4.1 % of the workforce.
Inclusive growth: Initially dominated by high income professionals, the gig economy now offers alternative income and flexible jobs to entry level workers and freshers, especially in growing tier-2 and tier-3 cities. 
Future potential with technology integration: The gig economy is set to drive economic growth and job creation, boosted by artificial intelligence, predictive analytics, and digital innovation enhancing gig works efficiency and reach.
Supporting the informal economy: Many gig workers in India, including drivers and delivery staff from informal sectors like agriculture, find additional work opportunities through platforms like Zomato and Swiggy.
2.3 Segments of Gig Workers
The segment of gig workers is based on perceived level of skill and life stage. The contribution of gig income to household is more than 50%. On the relevance of perceived level of skill, it concludes: high skill, moderate skill, semi skill etc. On the other side life stage segmented gig worker included students who engaged as earn to burn form of workers include tele caller, data entry operator, they are seeking to earn salary for discretionary spending. Job choice primarily driven by a flexible schedule, potential for personality development and respectable job title. On the other hand, it may consist one more the millennial providers, they are food delivery agent, package delivery agent, data entry operators. They are students who are financially supporting families as well as funding own education look for jobs that pay well. 
High skill: In this segment there are 2 forms of workers one is purpose fulfillers like hair and beauty professional, cook, chosen on the basis of flexible hours, nearby location and safe work environment. Personality development is a key driver too. Another one is aspiring entrepreneur, mechanic, technic, carpenter, electrician, having trust in their skill set, they seek job regularity or continuity and learning opportunities to master skill sets.
Moderate skill: This segment includes ambitious hustlers those who are data entry operator, telecall, LIC agent etc. Determined to make a career in their current field of work, they aspire for growth in terms of learning and rising in designation with promotion. Other one is cab driver, auto driver they driven by the need to earn a good pay, salary growth potential and non-monetary benefits like medical, life, vehicle insurance too play a key role. 
Semi skill: This segment includes financial contributors and financial strapped solo earners. The financial contributors are those who give domestic help, health care work motivated to earn a good salary to provide help hand to fund household expenses and also build a savings corpus. Flexible schedule and nearby work location are also critical. In financial strapped solo earners are the workers construction workers, food delivery agent. with low skill level and high dependency for household income, their key job choice drivers are a good salary and regularity or continuity of job. Also seek non-monetary benefits like health insurance to save money in long term.
2.4 Women Participation in Gig economy.
Women participation in gig economy is increasing trend in Indian economy. This trend is actually formed after the outbreak of covid 19.   Most of the women who engaged in this sector is usually based on the characteristic that the sector uphold. The system which supports the women who engage due to:
Flexibility and autonomy: Flexibility which implies the workers can choose when, where, and how much to work, which attracted most of the women population that they can attain job with their domestic responsibility. In the realities and aspiration of women gig workers (IT for change / labour Net), this women-based report being drawn to platforms because they think that such work can fit alongside household and caring responsibilities.
Low entry barriers: This kind of works don’t need formal qualifications or stable full-time commitment. The NITI Ayog report highlights that platform work offers choice of labours as well as the ability to monetize idle assets (time, skills) rather than traditional jobs.
Digital inclusion and technological adoption: The NITI Ayog highlights that increased smartphone penetration, digital literacy and internet access, this fuel up the women participation in gig economy.
Economic necessity and supplementary income: The gig worker especially the women who engaged in this sector is supplemented by income. They don’t even see their work as their primary livelihood as a space for earn income. The NITI Ayog suggest that platform can help women monetize previously non – monetized time or assets, making this work attractive even if not permanent.
Structural barriers in traditional employment: Structural issues mainly revolve around the women gig workers are gender norms, discrimination, or career breaks – push many women to alternatives forms of work. The NITI Aayog report point out that low female labour force participation (16 – 23%) is due to structural barriers like lack of skilling, education, and rigid work design.
Aspirations for economic empowerment: Some women view gig work not just as a stop – gap but as route to upward mobility or entrepreneurship. For instance, beauticians on urban company may invest in training kits, signalizing that they hope to professionalize their gig worker.
2.4.1 Sectoral Contribution of Gig economy in India 
According to NITI Aayog, there were 7.7 million gig workers in 2020-21. This also project that numerical expansion will take place in the sum of gig workers by the 2029-2030. In the report of 2020 -21, the reports show a classification within this sector under the foundation ~47% - medium skilled, ~ 22% high skilled, 31% low skilled. The women participation in gig economy revealed in NITI Aayog that female labour – force participation in India is low, fluctuating between 16% and 23% in recent years. Evidently this report tells us that women are more likely to take up platform jobs after their education and after marriage. The reports recommend says that fiscal incentives for the platforms that hire women for gender – balanced hiring. The fact that spilled out by this report are 30% women share in gig platforms suggests they see a meaningful gender gap and want to correct for it.
2.5 Structural- Economic Challenges Faced by Women Gig Worker in India
Gig economy which offers the job opportunities and financial stability but there are lots of social economic challenges faced by the women who engaged in this sector. These are mainly arisen from the gendered norms, platform design, institutional gaps, and market gaps. Main challenges are:
[bookmark: _Hlk214243716]Precariousness and lack of social protection: Gig workers are grounded as independent contractors rather than employees, thereby women who engaged in this sector were miss out the benefits such as provident funds, paid leave, maternity benefits, health insurance, and more. 
Algorithmic management and performance pressures: In this sector, the platforms are working under the rating system, algorithmic allocation of task and performance metrics. For women, this system can be punitive or opaque. Algorithmic management has a drawback that it penalizes those who cannot consistently meet high acceptance rate, ratings or availability.
Safety and mobility risks: Gig works involving traveling so that they may face threats of beauty, domestic work etc may exposed to unsafe clients or may feel unsafe, pressured to accept unfavourable tasks, lacking strong redressal mechanism.
Gendered wage gaps and earning inequality: There is lot of evidence that women may earn less or have fewer high paying gigs than men in similar roles. 
Care burden and time constraints: In this sector most commonly women who are engaged in disproportionate unpaid care work, which constrains their ability to take up gigs with demanding hours or flexible timing. Care responsibility mean women might have to limit their working hours, decline certain tasks, or work in less lucrative time slots.
Social norms, gender stereotypes and discrimination: Women especially in this sector faces discrimination from users or platform assignment. Traditional role pushes them to involve in gig economy rather than formal works. There may also be a lack of women in leadership or supervisory roles in platforms, limiting women influence on design policy or grievance mechanisms.
2.6 Gig Economy in Kerala
 Kerala’s economy which contributes highly service oriented and shows rising engagement with non- standard and platform work, especially in urban areas Kochi, thiruvanthapuram. The state reports shows that female unemployment and underemployment and labour informality that shape women’s participation. This is evidently seen this trend in Kerala that women who actively participation in platform delivery, personal service like beauty service, tutoring and domestic service-related gig roles which is attracted by the women in Kerala economy due to the flexibility but they are facing several challenges such as safety, social stigma, low social protection, digital, and skill barriers.
 Main gig sectors relevant for women in Kerala:  
Home/ personal service {beauty and wellness}: Studies of women service providers in Kochi highlight a presence in salon/ beauty service 
Online tutoring: High female education level in Kerala makes online tutoring an important gig segment.
Platform delivery and micro logistics: Even though there is male dominated nationally, but Kerala studies show a growing female presence in delivery and food / logistics platforms, often in city contexts and sometimes motivated by autonomy and income needs.
Domestic helps: Most of women who engaged gig economy in Kerala is care service job. in Kerala women are most commonly engaged in care service sector.  
2.7 Structural – Economic Challenges Faced by The Women Gig Worker in Kerala.
Safety and occupational risk: Studies shows that women in this platform in Kochi document safety concerns and limited grievance redressal on platforms.
Lack of social protection and insecure incomes: Gig workers are grounded as independent contractors rather than employees, thereby women who engaged in this sector were miss out the benefits such as provident funds, paid leave, maternity benefits, health insurance, and more.
Digital divide and platform onboarding barriers: The digital literacy in Kerala, access to smartphones, regulatory documentation can hinder women from joining platform gigs or restrict their bargaining power.
Algorithmic control and opaque pay structure: Platform algorithms can disadvantage women who need to limit working hours or avoid certain routes / clients for safety reasons.
Limited access to finance, social capital & collective bargaining: Many women workers lack access to microfinance tailored to irregular incomes and have weak unionisation or collective voice.
Stigma & sectoral segregation: Social stigma (working in public spaces or night shifts) and occupational segregation push women into lower-paid, lower-visibility gigs (beauty, tutoring) though some prefer these for social acceptability. 
2.7 Gig Economy in Kochi
Generation Z & Gig Interest in Kerala, Research explicitly focusing on Kerala shows a strong interest among Generation Z (roughly ages 15–27) to participate in the gig economy, driven by specific socio-economic factors:
· A study focusing on Kerala’s Generation Z found that the gig economy acts as a safety net for unemployed youth who are well-educated but unable to find traditional jobs. This is largely due to flexible work opportunities, technology use, and the desire for better work–life balance 
· The study also highlights that learning and development opportunities, digitalization, and social media exposure significantly influence youth readiness to engage in gig work, even when leadership aspirations are less central 
· In Kerala’s context—where traditional job opportunities have not kept pace with educational attainment—gig work offers an attractive alternative to both unemployed graduates and those seeking flexible income streams that fit alongside other responsibilities.
We didn’t get any secondary data about the women participation in the gig economy from the public institution. so, there are some policies and schemes related to the gig economy. They are:
2.8.1 Central Government Policies & Rules
· E-Shram Portal (National Database of Unorganised Workers)
A national database where gig and platform workers can register and get a Universal Account Number (UAN).
Benefits for women gig workers
· Formal recognition under government systems.
· Access to social security and welfare schemes (health, pensions, insurance. 
· Better access to training and financial inclusion.
·  Social Security Code, 2020 (Implemented 2025)
Labour law reform that formally recognises gig & platform workers and entitles them to benefits traditionally limited to formal employment.
 Benefits
· Eligibility for health insurance, life/disability cover, maternity benefits, and retirement schemes. 
· Crèche and childcare facilities provisions, crucial for women balancing work & caregiving 
· Gig workers become eligible for national social security benefits; a National Social Security Board advises on policy 
·  Inclusion in PM Jan Arogya Yojana (AB-PMJAY)
As per recent budget decisions, registered gig workers are covered under the Ayushman Bharat health insurance scheme. 
Benefits
· Up to ₹5 lakh per family yearly for hospitalisation and medical treatment.
· Critical support that reduces out-of-pocket health expenditure for women gig workers
· Identity Cards for Gig Workers
Government issues official government-recognized ID cards for gig workers. 
Benefits
· Helps women gig workers especially with safety, credibility, and access to social security. 
· Useful for verification when traveling to unknown areas for work.
· POSH Act & Safety Legislation
The Prevention of Sexual Harassment (POSH) Act, 2013 applies to all workplaces — including gig or platform work. 
Benefits
· Women can file complaints of workplace harassment.
· Their dignity and safety on the job is legally protected.

· Kerala State Platform-Based Gig Workers (Registration & Welfare) Bill, 2024 (Draft / Propose)
· Kerala is preparing a comprehensive legislation specifically for gig and platform workers.
· The Bill — titled Kerala State Platform-Based Gig Workers (Registration & Welfare) Bill 2024 — is intended to be introduced in the Kerala Legislative Assembly (reported for the next session). While the final text may vary when officially tabled, the draft Bill is expected to include the following based on government statements:
· Gig Worker Registration
· All platform-based gig workers (delivery riders, drivers, freelancers linked to digital platforms) will be registered with the State.
· Each registered worker gets a unique ID, helping with official recognition and access to benefits. 
· Social Security & Welfare Access
· Registered gig workers would be entitled to social security benefits and welfare schemes such as insurance coverage, health support, and other safety nets. 
· Grievance Redressal
· A mechanism will be set up to help workers raise complaints about pay issues, unfair treatment or non-compliance by platforms 
· Payment Rights
· Aggregators may be required to make timely payments and communicate reasons for any deductions. 
· Safe Work Environment
· The Bill aims to ensure that platforms maintain basic safety standards and fair contractual terms 
 Benefits
· Formal recognition & ID for gig workers in Kerala.
·  Better access to welfare schemes like insurance, health coverage, and financial support.
· Grievance and dispute resolution system for workers outside traditional employment contracts.
· Improved transparency in payments and safety provisions.
·  More protection and bargaining rights relative to unregulated gig work. 

· Technical Committee for Gig & Online Delivery Worker Guidelines
· Kerala Government constituted a technical committee in 2024 to study the conditions and issues of gig workers — particularly those in the online delivery sector. 
 Purpose & Expected Outcome
· The committee’s task is to formulate guidelines on service conditions, pay provisions, and work standards for gig economy workers in the state. 
 Benefits
 Helps inform the drafting of concrete state legislation governing gig work in Kerala.
 Ensures that policy reflects actual problems faced by workers — like inconsistent pay, lack of benefits, irregular hours etc.
 A step toward better worker protections and welfare standards.
· Rest Centres for Gig Workers (Kerala Initiative)
· Thiruvananthapuram (capital city) planned rest centres for gig workers, a first-of-its-kind physical facility for workers in the gig economy 
 Benefits
 Rest areas and essential facilities (restrooms, seating, charging points) for delivery riders/drivers.
 Improves health, comfort and basic rights of workers who otherwise wait in harsh roadside conditions.
Especially helps women gig workers who may face safety, hygiene and well-being challenges while working long hours. 
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WOMEN GIG WORKERS: UNLOCKING THE STRUCTURAL AND ECONOMIC BARRIER











3.1 Introduction
This chapter highlights the trends and challenges of women gig workers in Kochi mainly engaged in 4 categories. Therefore, the primary data collection has done among the 4 categories among the in-gig sector as mentioned beauty service, domestic service, delivery workers and online tutors. Data that has collected using questionnaire, including demographic details, through personal interviews, telephonic interviews and sharing questionnaire through Google Forms.
The total population used under this study is 40, 10 number of women from each category including beauty service, domestic service, delivery service and online tutoring. the study mainly concentrated in Kochi city. 
This study is mainly analysed with the help of frequency analysis. The study also represents hypothesis testing through chi- square test and cross tabulation test.
3.2 Data Analysis and Interpretation
3.2.1 Age 
Table 3.1 Age
	Age 
	Frequency
	Percent

	20 - 25 yrs old
	15
	37.5

	26 - 30 yrs old
	5
	12.5

	31-35 yrs old
	3
	7.5

	above 35 yrs
	17
	42.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.1 portray that women who engaged in the sector are mainly from the age group above 35 which constitute 42.5% then comes 20-25years old women which constitute 37.5%, 12.5% that mainly from 26 – 30 years old and rest of the 7.5 % remain in 31-35%. So that highest contribution mainly from the age group above 35 years old and the lowest contribution mainly falls under 31-35 years old group. All these contributions only belong to 40 women who participated in four categories.
This trend shows that above thirty-five years old women who mostly among this group, in addition to that 20 to 25 years old women who are next other majority percent who come under our study. This implies that women above thirty-five accept it as their mean of life rather than any other age group mentioned in our study.
3.2.2 Marital status
Table 3.2 Marital status
	Marital status
	frequency
	Percent

	Married
	24
	60.0

	Unmarried
	16
	40.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.2 implies that marital status of women who belong to this study, among the forty women in our study from the gig sector.  The 60 % of women are married and the left 40 percent who belong to unmarried. In absolute number twenty four out of forty were married. Then rest of the 16 number of them were unmarried
This trend shows that majority of them among married, they are ready to work in the same sector even if they are married. So that they see this sector as most credible for their mean of lives. The rest of the other being part of same sector as unmarried.
3.2.3 Educational qualification
Table 3.3 Educational qualification
	Educational qualification
	Frequency
	Percent

	Degree
	17
	42.5

	Higher secondary
	10
	25.0

	Skill based qualification
	6
	15.0

	SSLC
	7
	17.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.3 states that educational qualification of women gig worker who engaged in gig sector. There are 42.5% of women who has degree qualified. 25% of them were secondary qualified, then 17% of them SSLC qualified and rest of the women who are 15%, skill-based qualification. In absolute numbers, 17 among 40 are degree qualified 10 of them are secondary qualified, 7 of them are SSLC qualified, rest of them 6 are skill-based qualification.
This trend shows that everyone has educated and qualified with basic education. This indicate that no one else is remained uneducated to being part of this sector. The sufficient education itself turns to take the decision to being part of this sector 
3.2.4 Household size
Table 3.4 Household size
	Household size
	Frequency
	Percent

	3
	11
	27.5

	4
	14
	35.0

	5
	12
	30.0

	6
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.4 highlights that household size of women who engaged in gig sector.  35% of women worker belong to the family with four members. 30 % of women workers are part of household with five members. 27.5 % of women workers are part of household with 3 members, then the rest of 7.5% of women workers are part of household with 6 members. The table implies it’s in absolute numbers that among 40 members highest 14 are belong to the family of four members. The least number of workers only three of them belong to the family of six members.
The women who work in this gig sectors have mostly 3-5 member in family, they continue their journey of life using the same sector. they are being breadwinner for the family with moderate members


3.2.5 Number of Dependents in their family
Table 3.5 Number of Dependents in their family
	No of dependents
	Frequency
	Percent

	2
	28
	70.0

	3
	10
	25.0

	4
	1
	2.5

	5
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.5 presents that number of dependents in their households. A total of 40 respondents were surveyed. Out of the total respondents, 28 respondents have 2 dependents, accounting for 70% of the sample.10 respondents have 3 dependents, which constitute 25% of the total. Only 1 respondent each reported having 4 dependents and 5 dependents, representing 2.5% each.
The table clearly indicated that the majority of respondents have a small number of dependents. A significant 70% of the respondents support only 2 dependents, making it the most common family size category in the sample. Another 25% have 3 dependents, showing that most households fall within the 2-3 dependents range. This distribution implies that the average dependency burden is relatively low to moderate. most respondents are likely managing smaller family responsibilities, which may influence their saving, expenditure patterns and overall economic well- being. however, small proportion of respondents with 4 or 5 dependents may experience comparatively higher financial pressure.
3.2.6 Current Occupation within the gig economy
Table 3.6 Current Occupation within the gig economy
	Current occupation
	Frequency
	Percent

	Beauty service
	10
	25.0

	Delivery service
	10
	25.0

	Domestic service
	10
	25.0

	Online tutoring
	10
	25.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 

Table 3.6 shows the distribution of respondents based on the category of gig they are engaged in. each of the four service sectors- beauty services, delivery services, domestic services, online tutoring – including 10 respondents, representing 25% of the total sample in each category.
The table reveals an equal representation of respondents across all four categories. Each category accounts for exactly one- fourth of the total sample 25%, indicating a balanced distribution among beauty service, domestic service, delivery service, online tutoring. Because of the balance in equal distribution in each category, comparisons between each category can be made more effectively, as no single category dominates the sample.
3.2.7 Duration of Work in gig economy
Table 3.7 Duration of Work in gig economy
	Duration of work in same sector
	Frequency 
	Percent

	11-13 years
	3
	7.5

	2-5 years
	26
	65.0

	6-10 years
	10
	25.0

	more than 14 years
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.7 states that the majority of respondents, 26 individuals (65%), have been working in the same sectors for 2-5 years. Another 10 respondents (25%) have experience ranging from 6-10 years. A smaller proportion, 3 respondents (7.5%), reporting working for 11-13 years, while only 1 respondent (2.5%) has more than 14 years of experience in the same sector.
The table clearly shows that most respondents are relatively recent entrants to their respective sectors. With 65% having only 2-5 years of experience, the workforce appears to be largely composed of short to medium term workers. A significant 25% have 6-10 years of experience, indicating a moderate level of sectoral stability among a quarter of the respondents. However, long – term engagement is limited, as only 10 % of respondents have worked in the same sector for more than 10 years. This pattern suggests that the sector is characterized by relatively high mobility or recent expansion, where many workers may have joined in the last few years. It may also reflect the emerging or flexible nature of these service sectors, where long term employment is less common compared to traditional occupations. Overall, the data indicates that sectoral experience is concentrated in the lower duration range.
3.2.8 Factor that Motivate the participation in gig work
Table 3.8 Factor that Motivate the participation in gig work
	Factor that motivates 
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	Flexibility
	4
	10.0

	Income necessity
	23
	57.5

	Lack of alternatives
	5
	12.5

	Recognize the skill in it
	8
	20.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.8 implies 23 individuals 57.5% reported that income necessity is their primary motivation. 8 respondents 20% stated that they are motivated because they recognise their skills in the work they perform. Meanwhile, 5 respondents 12.5% indicated that they entered this work due to a lack of alternative employment opportunities. Thereby only 4 respondents 10% mentioned flexibility as their key motivating factor.
It mainly indicated that economic compulsion is the dominant motivating factor among respondents. With 57.5% choosing income necessity, it is evident that most individuals are engaged in this sector primarily intended to meet their financial needs rather than for personal preference or work- life balance. Remaining of the 20% respondents are motivated by skill recognition, suggesting that a portion of the workforce finds value and identity in the nature of the work they perform. However, rest of the 12.5% reported a lack of alternatives, indicating that for some, this sector functions as a fallback employment option rather than a deliberate career choice. Interesting, only 10% cited flexibility as their main reason, which is often considered a key feature of gig or service- based work. This suggests that, financial survival outweighs flexibility benefits. Overall, the findings show that the sectors are largely income driven, with relatively fewer respondents entering it for personal fulfilment or work flexibility.

3.2.9 Average Working hours per day
Table3.9 Average Working hours per day
	Average working hours per day
	Frequency 
	Percent

	11-12 hours
	2
	5.0

	4-6 hours
	14
	35.0

	7-10 hours
	23
	57.5

	more than 12 hours
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data	
Table3.9 highlights majority of respondents, 23 individuals 57.5%, work for 7-10 hours per day. another 14 respondents 35% work for 4-6% hours daily. A smaller number, 2 respondents 5%, reported working 11-112 hours, while only 1 respondent 2.5% works for more than 12 hours per day.
A significant 35 % workers spending 4-6 hours, which specify part time engagement or flexible work arrangements. However, a small proportion of respondents report long working hours, with 7.5% working more than 10 hours per day. This group may be experiencing higher work intensity or income pressure. The data highlights that while extreme overwork is rare, the majority of respondents are working substantial daily hours, which may have far reaching effects of work-life balance, health, and productivity. The presence of smaller group with extended working hours also highlights the possibility of economic necessity driving longer workdays.
3.2.10 Nature of gig work
Table 3.10 Nature of gig work
	Nature of gig work
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	Full time
	27
	67.5

	Part time
	13
	32.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 

Table 3.10 states that 27 individuals 67.5% are engaged in full -time gig work, while 13 respondents 32.5% are involved on a part- time basis
The data implies that gig work is the primary occupation for the majority of respondents. With 67.5% working full – time, it is evidently in the data that most individuals depend on gig work as their main source of livelihood rather than as a supplementary activity. Even so, remaining 32.5% of respondents are engaged in gig work on a part time basis, suggesting that for nearly one – third of the sample, gig work serves as an additional or secondary source of income. 
3.2.11 Entry Challenges (compared to male counterpart)
Table 3.11 Entry Challenges (compared to male counterpart)
	Entry challenges
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	33
	82.5

	Yes
	7
	17.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table3.11 states that out of the total respondents, 33 individuals 82.5% reported that they did not face any significant entry challenges, while 7 respondents 17.5% indicated that they experienced difficulties when entering the sector. 
Mainly table highlights entry into this sector is somewhat easy for most respondents, a large majority 82.5% reported no major barriers, suggesting that the sector may have low entry requirements, such as minimal formal qualification, limited capital investment, or flexible hiring processes. However, 17.5% of respondents have faced entry challenges, which indicated the although barriers are not broadly distributed, they do exist for a small segment of workers. These challenges could be related to skill requirement, access to resource, lack of information, or social constraints


3.2.12 Common Structural barrier of women gig worker 
Table 3.12 Common Structural barrier of women gig worker
	Structural barrier 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Household responsibilities
	18
	45.0

	Inadequate physical workspaces
	6
	15.0

	Lack of digital access
	6
	15.0

	Social stigma around gig work
	10
	25.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.12 implies that, 18 individuals (45%) identified household responsibilities as their main structural barrier. 10 respondents (25%) reported facing social stigma associated with gig work. Additionally, 6 respondents (15%) each pointed to inadequate physical workspaces and lack of digital access as key barrier.
The table mainly drive into the core that household responsibilities are the most significant structural barrier, affecting nearly half of the respondents 45%. This suggests that domestic duties, caregiving roles, and family expectations may significantly limit the time, flexibility and opportunities available for work. The second major barrier is social stigma around gig work (25%), indicating that societal attitudes may negatively influence workers’ experiences, confidence, or social standing. This underscores the social dimension of employment challenges, beyond purely economic or technical issues. Both inadequate physical workspaces and lack of digital access affect 15% of respondents each, pointing to infrastructural and technological constraints. These barriers may restrict productivity, efficiency, and access to better work opportunities. Overall, the findings instruct that structural barriers are largely social and domestic in nature, with household responsibilities being the most dominant constraint. Addressing these barriers may require not only economic support but also social awareness, improved infrastructure, and better access to digital resources



3.2.13 Impact of family responsibility on work
Table 3.13 Impact of family responsibility on work
	Impact of family responsibility 
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	Highly
	20
	50.0

	Low
	7
	17.5

	Moderate
	13
	32.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.13 states, 20 individuals (50%) reported that family responsibilities have a high impact on their work. 13 respondents (32.5%) stated that the impact is moderate, while 7 respondents (17.5%) felt that family responsibilities have only a low impact on their work. 
Table clearly indicates that family responsibilities highly influence the work lives of most respondents. With half of the respondents (50%) reporting high impact, it is evident that domestic duties and caregiving roles strongly shape their work decisions, time allocation, and productivity. Another 32.5% experience a moderate impact, suggesting that for a large majority of the sample (82.5% combined), family responsibilities play an important role in their working conditions. Only a small proportion (17.5%) reported a low level of impact, indicating that very few respondents are out from family-related work constraints. Overall, the findings show family responsibilities are a major influencing factor in the work patterns of respondents. This highlights the need for flexible work arrangements, supportive family policies, and social support systems to help workers balance their professional and domestic roles.
3.2.14 Impact of gender discrimination
Table3.14 Impact of gender discrimination
	Gender discrimination
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	No
	33
	82.5

	Yes
	7
	17.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


       Source: primary data 
Table 3.14 highlighted that 33 individuals (82.5%) reported that they have not experienced gender discrimination, while 7 respondents (17.5%) stated that they have faced gender-based discrimination.
The table indicates that the majority of respondents did not report experiencing gender discrimination in their work environment. With 82.5% responding “No,” it appears that gender-based discrimination is not widely reported within this sample. However, a notable 17.5% of respondents reported experiencing gender discrimination, which is still a significant minority. This suggests that while discrimination may not be the dominant experience, it does exist and affects a section of workers. Such experiences could influence job satisfaction, mental well-being, and career progression. Overall, the findings show that gender discrimination is present but not universal, demonstrates the need for awareness, grievance mechanisms, and supportive workplace practices to ensure equal and fair treatment for all workers.
3.2.15 Safety and mobility concern
Table 3.15 Safety and mobility concern
	Safety and mobility concern
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	16
	40.0

	Yes
	24
	60.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.15 states that 24 individuals (60%) reported that they do face safety and mobility concerns, while 16 respondents (40%) stated that they do not experience such concerns. 
The table clearly indicates that safety and mobility are major concerns for a majority of respondents. With 60% reporting “Yes,” more than half of the workers face challenges related to travel safety, workplace safety, or movement during working hours. This finding suggests that issues such as unsafe travel conditions, late working hours, unfamiliar locations, or lack of secure transportation may affect workers’ ability to perform their jobs comfortably and confidently. These concerns can limit work opportunities, reduce productivity, and increase stress levels. Although 40% of respondents did not report such concerns, the fact that a clear majority does highlights the need for improved safety measures, better transport facilities, and supportive policies to ensure a secure working environment. At last the data shows that safety and mobility constraints are significant barriers that influence the working conditions of many respondents.
3.2.16 Digital barriers
Table 3.16 Digital barriers
	Digital barrier 
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	No
	17
	42.5

	Yes
	23
	57.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.16 indicates out of the total respondents, 23 individuals (57.5%) reported that they experience digital barriers, while 17 respondents (42.5%) indicated that they do not face such challenges.
The table clearly indicates that digital barriers affect more than half of the respondents. With 57.5% reporting “Yes,” a large portion of workers face difficulties related to access to digital devices, internet connectivity, digital literacy, or platform-related issues. These barriers may restrict workers’ ability to access job opportunities, communicate with clients, manage tasks efficiently, or receive payments smoothly. Digital challenges can therefore directly influence income stability and work performance. Although 42.5% of respondents did not report digital barriers, the fact that the majority does highlights the importance of improving digital access, training, and infrastructure. Addressing these issues could enhance productivity and expand opportunities for workers in the gig or service sector. Overall, the findings suggest that digital inequality remains a significant constraint for many respondents and should be a focus area for policy and support initiatives.



3.2.17 Social or Cultural restriction that discourage women
Table 3.17 Social or Cultural restriction that discourage women
	Social or cultural restriction 
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	No
	23
	57.5

	Yes
	17
	42.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


 Source: primary data 
Table 3 .17 states that, out of the total respondents, 17 individuals (42.5%) reported that they experience social or cultural restrictions, while 23 respondents (57.5%) stated that they do not face such limitations.
The table indicates that a considerable proportion of respondents face social or cultural restrictions in their work. With 42.5% reporting “Yes,” it is evident that social norms, family expectations, or community attitudes may influence their ability to participate freely in work activities. These restrictions may limit mobility, working hours, job choices, or interactions in the workplace. Such cultural and social constraints can reduce economic opportunities and affect confidence and independence. Although a slightly larger share (57.5%) reported no such restrictions, the presence of a substantial minority facing these challenges highlights the continuing influence of social and cultural norms on employment. Overall, the findings suggest that while not universal, social and cultural barriers remain significant for many respondents and should be considered when designing policies or support systems aimed at improving work participation.





3.2.18 Cultural Stress on women gig workers
Table 3.18 Cultural Stress on women gig workers
	Cultural stress
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	Lack of Equal sharing of unpaid care work
	9
	22.5

	Lack of High bargaining power at workspace
	8
	20.0

	Household gender roles
	20
	50.0

	Over representation in tech jobs
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.18 implies that, Among the respondents, 20 individuals (50%) identified household gender roles as a major source of cultural stress. 9 respondents (22.5%) reported issues related to the equal sharing of unpaid care work, while 8 respondents (20%) mentioned bargaining power at the workplace as a stress-related factor. A smaller group, 3 respondents (7.5%), identified overrepresentation in tech jobs as a relevant issue.
The table clearly indicates that household gender roles are the most significant source of cultural stress, affecting half of the respondents. The expectation of society on women pressurizes them to do the both domestic as well as job. This becomes the common cultural stress over women those also engage in the gig sector. Another portion of respondents also experience same stress related to imbalanced unpaid care responsibilities (22.5%), showing that unequal domestic workload remains a concern. Meanwhile, 20% of respondents responded as their cultural stress as lack of bargaining power at the workplace, which may reflect challenges in negotiating fair treatment, pay, or working conditions. Only a small percentage (7.5%) associated stress with overrepresentation in tech jobs, suggesting that technological job concentration is less commonly perceived as a cultural stress factor within this group. When we go through the findings highlight that cultural stress is primarily rooted in household and gender norms, rather than workplace structure alone. Addressing these issues may require broader social change, gender-sensitive policies, and support systems that reduce domestic burden and improve workplace equity.
3.2.19 Gender based treatment towards gig women workers
Table 3.19 Gender based treatment towards gig women workers
	Difference in treatment
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	No
	20
	50.0

	Yes
	20
	50.0

	Total
	40
	100.0






Source: primary data 
Tables 3.19 mentioned that 20 individuals (50%) reported that they have experienced difference in treatment, while the remaining 20 respondents (50%) stated that they have not faced such experiences. 
The table reveals a clear divide in experiences among respondents. Exactly the half of the respondents mentioned that they are differently treated on the basis of their gender and the other half responded that they are not. This shows that both the sides are not rare and universal as well. The presence of such a large proportion experiencing differential treatment may point to issues related to gender, type of work, social background, or employment status. These experiences could influence job satisfaction, morale, and long-term career opportunities. At the same time, the fact that the other half did not report such experiences suggests that working conditions and treatment may vary widely across sectors, employers, or individual circumstances. Overall, the findings highlight that difference in treatment is a significant issue affecting half of the respondents, indicating the need for fair workplace practices, awareness, and grievance redressal mechanisms to ensure equality and dignity at work.


3.2.20 Challenges in Bargaining for wages
Table 3.20 Challenges in Bargaining for wages
	Presence of challenges in bargaining for wages
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	No
	23
	57.5

	Yes
	17
	42.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.20 expressed that 17 individuals (42.5%) reported that they experience difficulties in negotiating or bargaining for wages, while 23 respondents (57.5%) stated that they do not face such challenges.
The table indicates that a significant proportion of respondents face challenges in wage bargaining. With 42.5% reporting difficulties, it is apparent that many workers may have limited negotiating power, lack of information about fair wages, or fear of losing job opportunities if they demand higher pay. At the same time, 57.5% of respondents reported no such challenges, suggesting that more than half feel relatively confident or have fixed wage arrangements that do not require negotiation. This may also indicate differences in work type, experience, or employer practices. Generally, the findings show that while wage bargaining is not a universal problem, it remains a significant issue for a large minority of workers. This highlights the importance of strengthening awareness about fair wages, improving negotiation skills, and ensuring transparent payment systems to support workers’ economic security.
3.2.21 Equality in Accessing training and skill development by women gig worker 
Table 3.21 Equality in Accessing training and skill development by women gig worker
	Equality in training and skill development 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	18
	45.0

	Yes
	22
	55.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


   Source: primary data
Table 3.21 noted that, 22 individuals (55%) reported that they do have equal access to training and skill development, while 18 respondents (45%) stated that they do not experience such equality. 
The table indicates a mixed situation regarding equality in training and skill development opportunities. A significant majority (55%) of respondents feel that they receive equal opportunities for training and skill improvement, suggesting some level of inclusiveness within the sector. However, another major 45% of respondents reported inequality in access to training, which highlights a remarkable gap. Limited access to skill development can restrict career growth, reduce income potential, and prevent workers from adapting to new technologies or market demands. Overall, while more than half of the respondents apprehend fairness in training opportunities, the presence of a large minority facing inequality suggests the need for more inclusive and accessible skill development programs to ensure equal growth opportunities for all workers.
3.2.22 Structural changes they want 
Table 3.22 Structural changes they want
	Structural changes
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	No response
	15
	37.5

	 Recognition as work, formation of union
	1
	2.5

	Child care
	1
	2.5

	Child care facility and faster network access
	1
	2.5

	Childcare
	1
	2.5

	Lack of social security and benefits
	1
	2.5

	Lack of redressal mechanism for overburden of work
	1
	2.5

	Lack of social security and benefits, they are needed in this field too
	1
	2.5

	Legal protection
	3
	7.5

	legal protection for overtime work and low wages
	1
	2.5

	Mechanism which strengthens safety night
	1
	2.5

	Network issues during handling client online
	1
	2.5

	No
	2
	5

	Redressal mechanism
	1
	2.5

	Safety in workplace
	2
	5.0

	Safety issue in rural area during night
	1
	2.5

	Technical support
	1
	2.5

	Transport
	1
	2.5

	transportation
	1
	2.5

	Transportation as well as childcare facilities
	1
	2.5

	Transport 
	1
	2.5

	Workplace safety
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.22 indicated as the largest group, 15 respondents (37.5%), they did not even give any single response. Rest of those who responded are suggesting various crucial matters that they really need in this sector. Those who did suggest changes, the most frequently mentioned needs were legal protection and safety measures, each cited by 12.5% of respondents. Requests for childcare facilities and transportation support were each mentioned by 10% of respondents. Smaller but important proportions highlighted the need for social security benefits, formal grievance redressal mechanisms, and digital or technical support (each 5%). A few respondents also mentioned recognition of gig work as formal work and formation of unions.
The table shows that crucial respondents’ demands for structural change mainly revolve around security, protection, and support systems. The strong need on legal protection and safety indicates that many workers are not fully secured, satisfied and their rights are not really well represented. The need for childcare and transportation highlights how workplace challenges are closely linked to domestic responsibilities and mobility constraints, especially for workers balancing family duties. Requests for social security benefits suggest that they really need security in the current working sector. Mentions of redressal mechanisms and union formation reflect the call for a desire for collective voice and institutional support, while digital and technical support points to the importance of infrastructure in gig-based or platform work. Although a sizable share gave no specific suggestion, those who responded clearly emphasized that structural improvements are needed not only at the workplace level but also in legal, social, and infrastructural systems. Overall, the findings show that workers are looking for greater protection, recognition, and support, indicating that the sector still lacks many features of secure and formal employment.
3.2.23 Common Mental stressor 
Table 3.23 Common Mental stressor
	Mental stressor factor 
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	Lack of Guaranteed income support
	1
	2.5

	Lack of High recognition in society
	1
	2.5

	Lack income support system
	9
	22.5

	Lack insurance coverage
	5
	12.5

	Lack of recognition in society
	11
	27.5

	Uncertainty of daily earnings
	13
	32.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.23 states that, the most frequently reported stressor is uncertainty of daily earnings, mentioned by 13 respondents (32.5%). This is followed by lack of recognition in society (27.5%) and lack of income support systems (22.5%). Additionally, 12.5% of respondents reported lack of insurance coverage as a source of stress. A very small proportion of respondents mentioned the absence of guaranteed income support and high social recognition (2.5% each), indicating that only a few directly framed their stress in these specific terms.
The table clearly shows that economic insecurity is the primary source of mental stress among respondents. The highest proportion (32.5%) identified uncertainty of daily earnings, implies the unstable nature of income in this sector. Similarly, the lack of income support systems and insurance coverage further express concerns about lack of financial strength and absence of social security. Another major stress factor is lack of recognition in society (27.5%), suggesting that social attitudes toward this type of work negatively affect workers self-esteem and psychological well-being. This express that mental stress arises not only from economic instability but also lack of social recognition in the space of work. Addressing these issues through income protection measures, insurance coverage, and social awareness could significantly improve workers’ psychological well-being.
3.2.24 Average Monthly income 
Table 3.24 Average Monthly income
	Monthly income
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	11000-15000
	11
	27.5

	5000-8000
	11
	27.5

	9000-10000
	8
	20.0

	below 20000
	10
	25.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary source
Table 3.24 noted that among the respondents, 11 individuals (27.5%) earn between ₹5,000 and ₹8,000, and an equal proportion (27.5%) earn between ₹11,000 and ₹15,000. Another 8 respondents (20%) fall in the ₹9,000–₹10,000 income range. Additionally, 10 respondents (25%) reported earnings below ₹20,000 per month.
The table shows that respondents income levels are largely concentrated in the lower and lower-middle income ranges. The highest proportions are in the ₹5,000–₹8,000 and ₹11,000–₹15,000 brackets, each accounting for 27.5% of respondents. This implies that still this percentage of respondents face instability in income. A further 25% earning below ₹20,000 highlights that the majority of respondents fall within a low-income category, with limited financial security. Only a small segment appears to earn closer to a moderate-income level. Overall, the findings suggest that the sector provides limited earning potential, which may explain why many respondents reported income necessity, long working hours, and financial stress in earlier tables. The income distribution highlights the need for fair wage standards, income security, and skill development opportunities to improve workers’ economic stability.



3.2.25 Sufficiency of earning to meet personal and household needs
Table 3.2.25 Sufficiency of earning to meet personal and household needs
	Sufficiency 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	20
	50.0

	Yes
	20
	50.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.25 mentioned that, 20 respondents (50%) reported that their income is not sufficient, while an equal number, 20 respondents (50%), stated that their income is sufficient.
The findings reveal a clear division among gig workers regarding income sufficiency. Half of the respondents feel that their earnings are adequate, while the other half experience financial insufficiency. This equal split suggests that income stability in gig work is highly inconsistent and may vary depending on factors that they revolve around category of gig work, number of working hours, skill level, and access to opportunities. Those who find their income insufficient may also be the ones facing factors like, longer working hours, higher financial stress, or limited access to better-paying gigs. Overall, the result highlights the economic uncertainty associated with gig employment and indicates a need for income security measures, fair wage policies, and better earning opportunities to ensure sustainable livelihoods for gig workers.
3.2.26 Stability of income 
Table 3.26 Stability of income
	Term of stability 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Fluctuating
	17
	42.5

	Regular
	21
	52.5

	Seasonal
	2
	5.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.26 represents that among them, 21 respondents (52.5%) reported that their income is regular, meaning they receive earnings consistently over time. Meanwhile, 17 respondents (42.5%) stated that their income is fluctuating, indicating irregular or unpredictable earnings. A small proportion, 2 respondents (5%), reported seasonal income, suggesting that their earnings depend on particular times or seasons of the year.
The findings show that while a slight majority of gig workers experience regular income, a large proportion (nearly 43%) still face income instability due to fluctuations. This highlights the they face volatility of gig work earnings. The presence of fluctuating and seasonal incomes suggests that many gig workers are financially vulnerable, as irregular income that may create pressure on planning expenses, save money, or handle emergencies. Even among those reporting regular income, the level of earnings may still vary month to month, meaning "regular" does not always imply "secure." Overall, the table indicates that income predictability remains a challenge for a significant share of gig workers, reinforcing the need for income protection measures, financial planning support, and social security coverage to improve economic stability in the gig sector.
3.2.27 Experience of payment delay or non-payment.
Table 3.27 Experience of payment delay or non-payment
	Experience of payment delay or non-payment
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	20
	50.0

	Yes
	20
	50.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.27 implies that out of them, 20 respondents (50%) reported not facing any payment-related issues. On the other hand, 20 respondents (50%) stated that they have experienced delays or non-payment.
The results create an impression that a serious concern regarding payment reliability in gig work. With half of the respondents experiencing delayed or missing payments, the issue appears to be widespread and significant. Payment uncertainty can directly influence workers’ financial stability, ability to meet household expenses, and mental well-being. For gig workers, many of whom depend on daily or weekly earnings—delays can lead to income insecurity and increased economic stress. This finding highlights the need for stronger payment protection mechanisms, such as clear contract terms, platform accountability, transparent payment systems, and grievance redressal mechanisms. Ensuring timely payment is essential for improving trust, fairness, and sustainability in the gig economy
3.2.28 Disparity in income
Table 3.28 Disparity in income
	Rating 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	1
	18
	45.0

	2
	9
	22.5

	3
	11
	27.5

	4
	2
	5.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.28 states that, The largest group, 18 respondents (45%), selected Rating 1. This is followed by 11 respondents (27.5%) who chose Rating 3, and 9 respondents (22.5%) who selected Rating 2. Only 2 respondents (5%) gave a Rating 4, making it the least selected option.
The results show that a majority of respondents lean toward the lower end of the rating scale. With 45% giving the lowest rating (1) and another 22.5% giving rating 2, more than two-thirds of respondents express a less favourable or less satisfactory evaluation. Only a small proportion (5%) provided the highest rating (4), suggesting that very few respondents feel highly positive about the aspect being rated. The moderate rating (3) received a fair share (27.5%), indicating that some respondents hold a neutral or average perception. Overall, the pattern suggests general dissatisfaction or low satisfaction among respondents regarding the factor being assessed. This may reflect underlying challenges in gig work conditions such as income instability, job insecurity, or lack of support systems.



3.2.29 Status of competition in this sector
Table 3.29 Status of competition in this sector
	Highly competitive
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	21
	52.5

	Yes
	19
	47.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary source
Table 3.29 represents that among them, 21 respondents (52.5%) reported that gig work is not highly competitive, while 19 respondents (47.5%) felt that it is highly competitive.
The findings show a divided perception regarding the level of competition in gig work. Although a slight majority believes that the sector is not highly competitive, a nearly equal proportion perceives strong competition. This split indicates that the experience of competition may vary depending on type of platform, skill level, location, demand for services, and number of workers in the same field. Workers in saturated sectors or urban areas may feel more competitive pressure, while those with specialized skills or stable clients may experience less competition. Overall, the results indicate that competition is a significant but uneven feature of gig work. This can influence income stability, job opportunities, and work stress, especially for workers with limited bargaining power or fewer alternative options.
3.2.30. Presence of hidden costs
Table 3.30  Presence of hidden costs
	Intensity of hidden cost
	Frequency 
	Percent

	High cost
	15
	37.5

	Low cost
	6
	15.0

	Moderate cost
	19
	47.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.30 states that Out of 40 respondents, 19 respondents (47.5%) reported experiencing moderate hidden costs, making it the most common response. 15 respondents (37.5%) indicated that they face high hidden costs, while only 6 respondents (15%) felt that hidden costs are low. 
The findings suggest that hidden costs are a significant financial burden for many gig workers. With 85% of respondents reporting either moderate or high hidden costs, it is clear that a large share of their earnings may be spent on work-related expenses. These hidden costs can reduce net income, making gig work less profitable than it appears. Workers who already face income instability or payment delays may be particularly affected, as additional expenses increase their financial vulnerability. Overall, the table highlights that beyond visible earnings, gig workers must manage substantial out-of-pocket expenses, emphasizing the need for better compensation structures, expense support, or policy interventions to improve their economic sustainability.

3.2.31 Factor that affect the balancing work
Table 3.31 Factor that affect the balancing work
	Factors that affect balance work 
	Frequency
	Percent

	Absence of family support
	17
	42.5

	Burden of unpaid domestic work
	13
	32.5

	Lack of childcare facilities
	6
	15.0

	Lack of transportation access
	2
	5.0

	Strong childcare facilities
	2
	5.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 
Table 3.31 implies that the most reported factor is absence of family support, cited by 17 respondents (42.5%). This is followed by the burden of unpaid domestic work, reported by 13 respondents (32.5%). Lack of childcare facilities was mentioned by 6 respondents (15%). Smaller proportions identified lack of transportation access (5%) and strong childcare facilities (5%) as influencing their work balance.
The findings clearly show that household and caregiving responsibilities are the dominant challenges affecting work–life balance. Together, absence of family support and unpaid domestic work account for 75% of responses, highlighting the strong influence of gendered household roles on gig workers ability to manage work. Limited access to childcare facilities further intensifies this imbalance, particularly for women workers who often carry primary caregiving responsibilities. Transportation barriers, though less frequently reported, can still restrict mobility and reduce work opportunities. Overall, the table emphasizes that work–life imbalance in gig work is closely tied to family responsibilities and lack of supportive infrastructure, rather than just job-related factors. This suggests a need for childcare support systems, shared household responsibilities, and community-level infrastructure to improve the working conditions of gig workers.
3.2.32 Economic challenges for women gig workers 
Table 3.32 Economic challenges for women gig workers
	Economic challenges 
	Frequency 
	 Percent

	Absence of job security
	28
	70.0

	Access to pension schemes
	1
	2.5

	Lack of Access to pension schemes
	3
	7.5

	Lack of Regular wage increments
	4
	10.0

	Regular wage increments
	4
	10.0

	Total
	40
	100.0







         
Source: primary data
Table 3.32 highlights that the most significant issue is the absence of job security, reported by 28 respondents (70%), making it the dominant concern. A smaller share of respondents pointed to issues related to pension schemes: 3 respondents (7.5%) reported a lack of access, while 1 respondent (2.5%) mentioned having access. Similarly, 4 respondents (10%) reported a lack of regular wage increments, while another 4 respondents (10%) indicated that they do receive regular increments.
The findings clearly show that job insecurity is the primary economic challenge in gig work. With 70% of respondents highlighting the absence of job security, it reflects the unstable and uncertain nature of gig employment, where workers lack long-term contracts, benefits, and protection. Concerns regarding pension access and wage increments further highlight the absence of long-term financial growth and retirement security in gig work. Even though a small group reported access to pension schemes or regular increments, the majority either lack these benefits or did not identify them as common features. Overall, the table indicates that gig work is characterized by short-term earnings with limited long-term financial security, making workers economically vulnerable. This underscores the need for social security coverage, retirement benefits, and structured wage progression systems within the gig economy.

3.2.33 Additional financial support 
Table 3.33 Additional financial support
	Chance of financial support
	Frequency 
	Percent 

	No
	13
	32.5

	Yes
	27
	67.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


   Source: primary data
Table 3.33 mentioned by Among them, 27 respondents (67.5%) reported that they do have some form of financial support, while 13 respondents (32.5%) stated that they do not have access to financial support. The percentage and valid percentage values are identical, indicating no missing responses.
The results suggest that a majority of gig workers (67.5%) rely on some form of external financial support, which may include assistance from family members, friends, savings groups, or informal networks. This indicates that gig income alone may not always be sufficient or reliable, pushing workers to depend on additional sources during financial difficulties. However, nearly one-third of respondents (32.5%) lack any financial backup, making them particularly economically vulnerable in cases of income disruption, illness, or unexpected expenses. Overall, the findings highlight the limited financial security of gig workers and the importance of formal support mechanisms, such as social protection schemes, insurance coverage, and emergency financial assistance programs, to reduce dependency on informal support system.
3.2.34 Access to savings, credit, or loans to support your gig activities
Table 3.34 Access to savings, credit, or loans to support your gig activities
	Accessible 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	No
	15
	37.5

	Yes
	25
	62.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


  Source: primary data
Table 3.34 states that out of the total, 25 respondents (62.5%) reported that the support or services are accessible, while 15 respondents (37.5%) indicated that they are not accessible.
The findings show that although a majority of respondents (62.5%) perceive support or services as accessible, a significant minority (37.5%) still face access barriers. This suggests that accessibility is uneven and may depend on factors such as location, digital literacy, awareness, or socio-economic background. For gig workers, limited accessibility can restrict their ability to benefit from financial aid, training programs, healthcare services, or welfare schemes. Those who lack access may be more exposed to economic insecurity and work-related stress. Overall, the table indicates that while progress may have been made in improving access to support systems, gaps still exist, and targeted efforts are needed to ensure inclusive and equitable access for all gig workers.



3.2.35 Pointing limited access
Table 3.35 Pointing limited access
	Limited access
	Frequency
	Percent

	Family based financial support
	8
	20.0

	Informal social networks
	6
	15.0

	Labor unions and collective bargaining
	19
	47.5

	Women self-help groups
	7
	17.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.35 mentioned the most commonly reported limitation is in labour unions and collective bargaining, identified by 19 respondents (47.5%). This is followed by family-based financial support with 8 respondents (20%), women self-help groups with 7 respondents (17.5%), and informal social networks with 6 respondents (15%). 
The findings indicate that gig workers face the greatest difficulty in accessing formal collective representation, such as labour unions and collective bargaining mechanisms. Nearly half of the respondents strongly facing lack access to these institutional support systems, which reduces their ability to negotiate wages, improve working conditions, and seek protection against exploitation. Limited access to family-based and informal social support networks also suggests that some workers lack personal safety nets during financial hardship. Meanwhile, restricted access to women self-help groups highlights the need for stronger community-level financial inclusion and empowerment initiatives, especially for women workers. Overall, the table reveals that gig workers are often isolated from both formal and informal support systems, increasing their economic and social vulnerability. Strengthening collective organizations, community networks, and inclusive financial groups could significantly improve their bargaining power and financial resilience.



3.2.36. Institutional gap 
Table 3.36 Institutional gap
	Institutional gap 
	Frequency
	Percent

	Nil 
	1
	2.5

	Lack of maternity leave
	3
	7.5

	Lack of Pension availability
	10
	25.0

	Lack of social security benefits
	23
	57.5

	Regular skill training
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data 

Table 3.36 point out that the most significant gap reported is the lack of social security benefits, identified by 23 respondents (57.5%). This is followed by the lack of pension availability, reported by 10 respondents (25%). A smaller number of respondents pointed to lack of maternity leave (7.5%) and issues related to regular skill training (7.5%). Only 1 respondent (2.5%) reported no institutional gap.
The findings reveal that gig workers face serious institutional shortcomings, particularly in terms of social security protection. With more than half of the respondents lacking social security benefits, it is clear that gig work operates largely outside formal labour welfare systems. The absence of pension schemes further highlights long-term financial insecurity, while the lack of maternity leave underscores gender-related vulnerabilities, especially for women workers balancing caregiving roles. Limited access to regular skill training may also restrict career progression and income growth. Overall, the table demonstrates that gig workers remain institutionally unprotected, making them highly vulnerable to economic shocks, health risks, and income disruptions. This calls for policy interventions aimed at extending social security coverage, pension schemes, maternity benefits, and skill development programs to workers in the gig economy.



3.2.37 Ability to contribute to social security 
Table 3.37 Ability to contribute to social security
	Able to contribute
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	13
	32.5

	Yes
	27
	67.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


  Source: primary data
Table 3.37 implies Among them, 27 respondents (67.5%) reported that they are able to contribute, while 13 respondents (32.5%) stated that they are not able to make a meaningful financial contribution
The results indicate that gig work provides at least some level of financial contribution for the majority of respondents. More than two-thirds are able to support their households, suggesting that gig work plays an important supplementary or primary income role in family livelihoods. However, the fact that nearly one-third (32.5%) are unable to contribute meaningfully highlights the uneven earning capacity within the gig economy. This may be linked to income instability, hidden costs, limited working hours, or caregiving responsibilities that restrict work opportunities. Overall, while gig work appears to offer economic participation and empowerment, especially for women, the benefits are not uniformly distributed, reinforcing the need for income security measures and supportive infrastructure to make gig work more sustainable.
3.2.38 Improvement in financial independence compared to past employment
Table 3.38 Improvement in financial independence compared to past employment
	Improvement from past employment
	Frequency
	Percent

	Highly improved
	10
	25.0

	Moderately improved
	15
	37.5

	Not really improved
	15
	37.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Sources: primary data
Table 3.38 stated that among them, 10 respondents (25%) reported that their situation has highly improved. Meanwhile, 15 respondents (37.5%) stated that their condition has moderately improved, and another 15 respondents (37.5%) felt that their situation has not really improved.
The findings reveal a mixed outcome regarding the benefits of gig work compared to previous employment. While 62.5% of respondents reported either high or moderate improvement, a significant 37.5% experienced little to no improvement. This suggests that gig work offers better opportunities or flexibility for some workers, possibly in terms of income, autonomy, or work timing. However, for a considerable proportion, gig work does not necessarily translate into better economic or social conditions, likely due to issues such as income instability, lack of job security, and absence of social benefits. Overall, the table highlights that gig work can be an avenue of improvement for some, but it does not guarantee progress for all workers. This underlines the need for structural support, fair earnings, and institutional protection to ensure that gig employment leads to meaningful and sustainable advancement.
3.2.39 Exposure to training, orientation or skill development from government /NGO/ private platform
Table 3.39 Exposure to training, orientation or skill development from government /NGO/ private platform
	Exposure 
	Frequency
	Percent

	Not received
	24
	60.0

	Received
	16
	40.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.39 states that out of them, 24 respondents (60%) reported that they have not received any exposure, while 16 respondents (40%) stated that they have received some form of exposure. 
The findings show that a majority of gig workers (60%) lack exposure to opportunities that could enhance their skills, knowledge, or work conditions. This lack of exposure may limit their ability to access better-paying gigs, improve digital literacy, or understand their rights and available support systems. Only 40% of respondents have received some form of exposure, suggesting that opportunities for training, awareness, and institutional engagement are not reaching a large section of gig workers. Overall, the table highlights an important developmental gap in the gig economy. Improving access to training programs, digital skills development, and awareness initiatives could help workers achieve better income stability, career growth, and protection from exploitation.
3.2.40 Presence of welfare board, union, or collectives for women gig workers
Table 3.40 Presence of welfare board, union, or collectives for women gig workers
	Presence
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	32
	80.0

	Yes
	8
	20.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


   Source: primary data
Table 3.40 Among them, 32 respondents (80%) reported that no such welfare board, union, or collective is present or accessible to them. Only 8 respondents (20%) stated that such support structures do exist.
The findings reveal a serious lack of institutional and collective support for women gig workers. With 80% of respondents reporting the absence of welfare boards or unions, it is evident that most women in gig work operate without formal representation or organized protection. This absence of collectives truly highlight reduces their ability to negotiate wages, demand fair working conditions, address harassment or safety concerns, and access welfare benefits. Collective organizations often play a key role in strengthening bargaining power and social security coverage, and their absence increases workers’ economic and social vulnerability. Overall, the table highlights the urgent need to establish and strengthen women-focused labour collectives, welfare boards, and support networks in the gig economy to ensure representation, protection, and empowerment.


3.2.41 Effectiveness of digital platform in connecting the work
Table 3.41 Effectiveness of digital platform in connecting the work
	Effectiveness of Digi platform
	Frequency
	Percent

	Effective
	5
	12.5

	Highly effective
	7
	17.5

	Moderate effective
	14
	35.0

	Not really effective
	14
	35.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


    Source: primary data
Table 3.41 states that among them, 14 respondents (35%) rated the platforms as moderately effective, while another 14 respondents (35%) felt they are not really effective. A smaller proportion, 7 respondents (17.5%), considered digital platforms highly effective, and 5 respondents (12.5%) found them simply effective.The results indicate a mixed perception of digital platforms among gig workers. While 30% of respondents view platforms as effective or highly effective, a larger share (70%) feel that the platforms are only moderately effective or not very effective. This suggests that although digital platforms provide access to work opportunities, they may fall short in areas such as fair pay, transparency, grievance redressal, algorithm fairness, or worker support. The high proportion of moderate and negative responses indicates that platforms may not be fully meeting workers’ expectations or needs. Overall, the table highlights that digital platforms play an important but imperfect role in gig work. Improving platform accountability, worker protections, and support services could enhance their effectiveness and ensure better outcomes for gig workers.
3.2.42. Protection by labour laws or regulations 
Table 3.42 Protection by labour laws or regulations
	Protection of law
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	29
	72.5

	Yes
	11
	27.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


       Source: primary data
Table 3.42 mentioned that among them, 29 respondents (72.5%) reported that they do not feel protected by law, while only 11 respondents (27.5%) believe that they have some form of legal protection
The findings reveal a strong perception of legal insecurity among gig workers. With nearly three-fourths of respondents (72.5%) feeling unprotected by law, it suggests that most workers see gig employment as operating outside formal labour regulations and legal safeguards. This lack of perceived legal protection may relate to issues such as absence of formal contracts, unclear employment status, lack of dispute resolution mechanisms, and limited enforcement of worker rights. Without legal backing, workers may be more vulnerable to unfair pay practices, job termination without notice, and unsafe working conditions. Overall, the table highlights the urgent need for clear legal frameworks and enforcement mechanisms that recognize gig workers and extend labour rights, dispute redressal systems, and social protection measures to them.
3.2.43 Availability and accessibility of redressal mechanism
Table 3.43 Availability and accessibility of redressal mechanism
	Availability and accessibility of redressal 
	Frequency
	Percent

	No
	28
	70.0

	Yes
	12
	30.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.43 implied that out of them, 28 respondents (70%) reported that grievance redressal systems are not available or not accessible, while only 12 respondents (30%) stated that such mechanisms do exist and are accessible
The findings reveal a serious gap in grievance redressal systems within the gig economy. With 70% of respondents lacking access, most workers may have no formal channel to report issues such as payment delays, unfair treatment, harassment, or unsafe working conditions. The absence of accessible redressal mechanisms weakens workers’ bargaining power and increases their vulnerability to exploitation. It may also discourage workers from raising complaints due to fear of losing future work opportunities. Overall, the table highlights the urgent need for transparent, worker-friendly grievance redressal systems within digital platforms and at the policy level. Ensuring effective complaint mechanisms would improve fairness, accountability, and trust in gig work arrangements.
3.2.44 Availability of maternity benefits or childcare support
Table 3.44 Availability of maternity benefits or childcare support
	Availability of maternal and child support
	Frequency
	Percent

	Nil 
	1
	2.5

	No
	29
	72.5

	Yes
	10
	25.0

	Total
	40
	100.0


   Source: primary data
Table 3.44 implies that among them, 29 respondents (72.5%) reported that no such support is available, while 10 respondents (25%) indicated that some form of maternal or child support exists. One respondent (2.5%) reported nil, suggesting either no awareness or no specific response regarding such facilities.
The findings reveal a major gap in gender-sensitive support systems within gig work. With nearly three-fourths of respondents (72.5%) reporting the absence of maternal and child support, it is evident that gig work environments often lack provisions such as maternity benefits, childcare facilities, or parental support policies. This absence can significantly affect women workers, especially those with caregiving responsibilities, limiting their ability to work consistently or take on better opportunities. The small proportion who reported availability may be relying on informal arrangements rather than formal institutional support. Overall, the table highlights the urgent need for family-friendly policies, childcare support, and maternity protections within the gig economy to ensure inclusive and sustainable employment opportunities for women.


3.2.45 Driving reasons for continued participation in the platform.
Table 3.45 Driving reasons for continued participation in the platform
	Driving reason
	Frequency
	Percent

	Nil 
	8
	20.0

	Financial independence
	2
	5.0

	For meet the personal as well as children need
	1
	2.5

	I am the only breadwinner in family
	1
	2.5

	I have passion in it
	1
	2.5

	I have skill in it, i get sufficient income using skill
	1
	2.5

	Income
	1
	2.5

	Income potential
	1
	2.5

	Income level
	1
	2.5

	Income necessity
	1
	2.5

	Income potential
	1
	2.5

	Income source for half of member in family
	1
	2.5

	Income support for family
	1
	2.5

	Like
	1
	2.5

	Meet the personal expenses and look after family
	1
	2.5

	Nil
	1
	2.5

	No
	1
	2.5

	No stress, no target, and higher earnings i have
	1
	2.5

	Only work that have convenient income with my education
	1
	2.5

	Part time job for meeting personal needs
	1
	2.5

	Passion
	1
	2.5

	Personal contribution to family
	1
	2.5

	Personal income is inevitable for women
	1
	2.5

	Reduce less risk
	1
	2.5

	Support children educational expense and take care of parents
	1
	2.5

	Support the family especially health expenses
	1
	2.5

	This income as mean to some of family need
	1
	2.5

	To find pocket money
	1
	2.5

	To finding earning for personal needs
	1
	2.5

	To meet expense for children and some of debt
	1
	2.5

	To meet personal as well as educational expense
	1
	2.5

	Yes
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100.0


Source: primary data
Table 3.45 mentioned that the largest group of respondents (35%) reported that they joined gig work to support family needs, including children’s education, healthcare expenses, household costs, and debt repayment. Another 15% stated that their motivation was financial independence or earning personal income.
A smaller proportion (5%) highlight they were the primary or sole breadwinner in the family. Some respondents (7.5%) joined due to passion or personal interest, while others (5%) highlighted using their skills or education as a key reason. A few respondents mentioned flexibility, low stress, or convenience (5%), and very small shares cited risk reduction or earning pocket money.
The data clearly shows that economic necessity is the dominant driver for women’s participation in the gig economy. More than half of the respondents are either supporting family survival or contributing essential income, highlighting that gig work is often not a choice driven by career aspirations but by household financial responsibility. The presence of women who are sole breadwinners further indicates the increasing feminization of economic responsibility, especially in low-security employment sectors. While passion and skill utilization appear as motivations for a small group, they are secondary compared to financial survival needs. The responses also suggest that gig work is valued for its flexibility and accessibility, but these advantages are overshadowed by the fact that most women enter the sector out of compulsion rather than opportunity. Overall, the findings reinforce that women’s gig work participation is largely a coping strategy for financial vulnerability, underlining the need for income security, social protection, and family-supportive labour policies.
3.3 Chi-square test results

This study uses chi-square tests to find whether there is a significant association between different variables. it is done using hypothesis testing taking the null hypothesis (H0) and alternative hypothesis(H1). Pearson chi- square test and Likelihood Ratio test are used here.

OBJECTIVE 1: TO ANALYSE THE STRUCTURAL BARRIERS THAT LIMIT THE ACTIVE PARTICIPATION OF WOMEN
    
3.3.1 Family responsibilities vs Working hours
             Hypothesis: 
· Null hypothesis (H₀): There is no significant association between the extent of family responsibilities and average daily working hours 
·  Alternative hypothesis (H₁): There is a significant association between the extent of family responsibilities and average daily working hours 
         
               Table 3.3.1. a family responsibility and working hours 
 Family responsibility *How many hours do you work on an average day? Crosstabulation
Count 
	
	How many hours do you work on an average day?
	Total

	
	11-12 hours
	4-6 hours
	7-10 hours
	more than 12 hours
	

	To what extent do family responsibilities (childcare, elder care, household duties) affect your ability to participate in gig work 
	Highly
	1
	4
	14
	1
	20

	
	Low
	1
	5
	1
	0
	7

	
	Moderate
	0
	5
	8
	0
	13

	Total
	2
	14
	23
	1
	40


             
 Table .3.3.1. b family responsibility and working hours Results
   Chi – square tests
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.695a
	6
	.138

	Likelihood Ratio
	10.894
	6
	.092

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation 
a.  Pearson Chi-square:
·  Pearson Chi-Square value (χ²) = 9.695
· Degrees of freedom (df) = 6
· p-value = 0.138
· Significance level (α) = 0.05, there is no significant association between the extent of family responsibilities and average daily working hours
b.   Likelihood Ratio:
· Likelihood Ratio
·  p-value = 0.092
· Still not significant, but closer to significance.
As the p-value is greater than 0.05 (p = 0.138 > 0.05), we accept the null hypothesis, that is, there is no significant association between the extent of family responsibilities and average daily working hours. The results indicate that there is no statistically significant association between the level of family responsibility reported by participants and the number of hours they spend working on an average day. In other words, within the sample of 40 gig workers, individuals with high family responsibilities did not report consistently fewer or more working hours compared to those with moderate or low family responsibilities. This lack of association suggests that factors other than family duties may have a stronger influence on how many hours gig workers choose to engage in work each day, and that family responsibilities alone do not significantly predict variations in daily working time in this group.
There are several possible reasons why we observe no significant relationship between family responsibilities and daily working hours among the respondents. Gig work, by its very nature, offers flexibility in scheduling, enabling workers to adjust their working hours around other commitments. This flexibility may allow individuals with extensive family duties to structure their work in ways that accommodate household needs without reducing their overall working time. Additionally, economic necessity could override the limiting effect of family responsibilities, compelling workers to put in similar hours regardless of the demands at home. It is also possible that support systems such as shared caregiving or adjusted domestic routines help mitigate the impact of family work on paid working hours.
3.3.2. Gender discrimination vs Nature work
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between experience of gender discrimination and the nature of gig work engagement 
· H₁: There is a significant association between experience of gender discrimination and the nature of gig work engagement 
                     Table .3.3.2. a Gender discrimination vs Nature of work
Experience of gender discrimination *Engagement of nature of work (part-time or full time) Crosstabulation
Count 
	
	Do you engage in gig work full time or part time?
	Total

	
	Full time
	Part time
	

	have you experienced gender discrimination in accessing gig work opportunities?
	No
	23
	10
	33

	
	Yes
	4
	3
	7

	Total
	27
	13
	40


      
 Table 3.3.2.b. Gender discrimination and nature work
Chi- Square tests
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.415a
	1
	.519
	
	

	Continuity Correction
	.040
	1
	.842
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.401
	1
	.527
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.662
	.408

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	
	
	


Interpretation 
Chi-Square Test Results
· Pearson Chi-square (χ²) = 0.415
· Degrees of freedom (df) = 1
· p-value = 0.519
· Level of significance (α) = 0.05
· Since p > 0.05, the null hypothesis is accepted.
· H₀ accepted: There is no statistically significant association between experience of gender discrimination and the nature of gig work engagement. The Fisher’s Exact Test result (p = 0.662, two-sided) also confirms the absence of a statistically significant association.
 In the crosstabulation, out of 40 respondents, 33 reported that they had not experienced gender discrimination, and most of them (23) were working full-time, while 10 were working part-time. Among those who reported having experienced gender discrimination (7 respondents), 4 were working full-time and 3 were part-time. When the chi-square test was applied, the Pearson chi-square value was 0.415 with 1 degree of freedom, and the p-value was 0.519, which is greater than the 0.05 significance level. The likelihood ratio also yielded a p-value of 0.527, and the Fisher’s Exact Test confirmed this outcome with a two-sided p-value of 0.662. Given that these p-values exceed the conventional threshold of 0.05, we do not have sufficient statistical evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, based on the data from this sample, there is no statistically significant association between experiencing gender discrimination and whether gig workers are engaged in full-time or part-time work.
3.3.3. Safety and Mobility concerns vs Working Hours
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between safety and mobility concerns and average daily working hours 
· H₁: There is a significant association between safety and mobility concerns and average daily working hours 
                Table 3.3.3.a Safety and Mobility concerns vs Working Hours
Safety and Mobility concerns * working hours on an average day. Crosstabulation
Count
	
	How many hours do you work on an average day?
	Total

	
	11-12 hours
	4-6 hours
	7-10 hours
	more than 12 hours
	

	Are safety and mobility concerns (travel at night, unsafe workplaces, harassment) limiting factors in your work?
	No
	0
	9
	7
	0
	16

	
	Yes
	2
	5
	16
	1
	24

	Total
	2
	14
	23
	1
	40


 
           Table 3.3.3.b Safety and Mobility concerns vs Working Hours
Chi-square test results
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.317a
	3
	.097

	Likelihood Ratio
	7.325
	3
	.062

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	



Interpretation 
Chi-Square Test Results
· Pearson Chi-Square (χ²) = 6.317
· Degrees of freedom (df) = 3
· p-value = 0.097
· Level of significance (α) = 0.05
· Since p > 0.05, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected
· H₀ accepted: There is no statistically significant association between safety and mobility concerns and average daily working hours.
The crosstabulation shows that out of 40 participants, 24 reported that safety and mobility concerns are limiting factors in their work, while 16 reported that they are not. When we look at daily working hours, both groups show a spread across different time categories. The chi-square test yielded a Pearson chi-square value of 6.317 with 3 degrees of freedom and an associated p-value of 0.097. Since this p-value exceeds the conventional significance level of 0.05, it indicates that the observed distribution of working hours among those with and without safety concerns could very well be due to chance. The likelihood ratio similarly gave a p-value of 0.062, still above 0.05. Therefore, we do not reject the null hypothesis. In simple terms, within this sample, safety and mobility concerns do not show a statistically significant association with the number of hours workers put in on an average day.
There are several possible explanations for why safety and mobility concerns do not show a significant link with working hours in this study. One reason could be the flexible nature of gig work — many platform-based jobs allow workers to choose their own hours, enabling those with safety concerns to adjust their schedules (e.g., avoid night work) without reducing total hours. Another possible factor is that economic necessity outweighs safety concerns; some workers may accept extended hours or riskier work conditions because they need to earn sufficient income, so safety issues do not translate into shorter working time.
3.3.4 Digital barriers and Type of gig work
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between digital barriers and the type of gig work undertaken 
· H₁: There is a significant association between digital barriers and the type of gig work undertaken 
Table 3.3.4.a. Digital barriers vs Type of gig work
Digital barriers* Current occupation in gig sector, Crosstabulation
Count
	
	What is your current occupation within the gig economy?
	Total

	
	Beauty service
	Delivery service
	Domestic service
	Online tutoring
	

	Do you face digital barriers (lack of smartphone, internet, digital skills) in securing work?
	No
	6
	0
	7
	4
	17

	
	Yes
	4
	10
	3
	6
	23

	Total
	10
	10
	10
	10
	40


                  Table 3.3.4.b. Digital barriers vs Type of gig work
Chi- square test Result
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.765a
	3
	.008

	Likelihood Ratio
	15.411
	3
	.001

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation 
Chi- square test result
·  p= 0.008 < 0.05
· This is statistically significant, so we reject H₀.
· Therefore, there is a significant association between digital barriers and the type of gig work.
The chi-square test yielded a Pearson chi-square value of 11.765 with 3 degrees of freedom and an associated p-value of 0.008, which is below the conventional significance threshold of 0.05. The likelihood ratio also produced a highly significant p-value of 0.001. Because both tests show statistical significance at the 5% level, we reject the null hypothesis. In simpler terms, the data show that whether a worker faces digital barriers is significantly related to the kind of gig work they do meaning that digital barriers are not randomly distributed across job types but vary systematically with the nature of the gig work.
One possible reason for this significant relationship is that different types of gig work have different digital requirements. Some gigs, such as delivery services and online tutoring, typically require workers to rely heavily on smartphones, mobile apps, and internet connectivity as part of the job itself. In contrast, roles like beauty services and domestic work may depend more on in-person tasks and personal networks, making digital access less central to securing or performing work. As a result, workers without strong digital resources or skills may be underrepresented in jobs that require online platforms and technology proficiency, and more likely to appear in categories where technology is less critical. This variation creates a pattern in the data that the chi-square test picks up as statistically significant.

OBJECTIVE 2: ECONOMIC CHALLENGES FACED BY WOMEN GIG WORKERS

3.3.5. Monthly Income vs Income sufficiency
Hypothesis 
· H₀: There is no significant association between monthly income from gig work and income sufficiency 
· H₁: There is a significant association between monthly income from gig work and income sufficiency 
   Table 3.3.5.a Monthly Income and Income Sufficiency
Average monthly income * Sufficiency of income for personal and household needs, Crosstabulation




Count  

	
	Do you feel your earnings are sufficient to cover your personal and household needs?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	What is your average monthly income from gig work?
	11000-15000
	4
	7
	11

	
	5000-8000
	7
	4
	11

	
	9000-10000
	6
	2
	8

	
	below 20000
	3
	7
	10

	Total
	20
	20
	40



Table 3.3.5.b Monthly Income and Income Sufficiency
Chi – square test 
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.236a
	3
	.155

	Likelihood Ratio
	5.396
	3
	.145

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Chi square test results
· Pearson Chi-Square = 5.236,
·  df = 3,
·  p = 0.155
· Interpretation: p > 0.05 thus it is not statistically significant.
· Therefore, No significant association between monthly income and perceived income sufficiency.
The crosstabulation shows that income and perceived sufficiency are fairly evenly distributed: some workers with lower monthly earnings still report that their income is sufficient, while others with higher earnings report insufficiency. The Pearson chi-square statistic was 5.236 with 3 degrees of freedom, and the associated p-value was 0.155, which is greater than the standard significance level of 0.05. The likelihood ratio also supported this result with a p-value of 0.145. Because these p-values are above 0.05, the observed differences in income sufficiency across income brackets are not statistically significant. Therefore, we fail to reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is no statistically significant association between monthly income categories and whether respondents feel their earnings are sufficient in this sample.
One reason could be that perceptions of sufficiency are influenced by individual circumstances that go beyond income alone — for example, family size, existing financial obligations, cost of living, or access to other household income sources. A worker earning in a lower income bracket might still report sufficiency if they have few dependents or additional support, while someone with a higher monthly income may feel it’s not enough due to greater expenses. Another factor could be the variability in personal expectations and lifestyle differences; some individuals may have higher thresholds for what they consider “sufficient,” irrespective of their actual earnings. It is also possible that other non-income benefits of gig work such as flexibility, convenience, or supplementary income from other sources help shape perceptions of sufficiency in ways that the monthly income categories alone do not capture.
3.3.6. Income Stability vs Income Sufficiency
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between income stability and income sufficiency 
· H₁: There is a significant association between income stability and income sufficiency 
   
               Table 3.3.6.a Income stability vs Income sufficiency
Stability in income *income sufficiency, crosstabulation


Count
	
	Do you feel your earnings are sufficient to cover your personal and household needs?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	How stable is your income (regular, fluctuating, seasonal)?
	Fluctuating
	10
	7
	17

	
	Regular
	9
	12
	21

	
	Seasonal
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	20
	20
	40


Chi-square test result 
Table 3.3.6. b. Income stability vs Income sufficiency
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.958a
	2
	.619

	Likelihood Ratio
	.962
	2
	.618

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation
Chi square result
· Pearson Chi-Square = 0.958, 
· df = 2, 
· p = 0.619
· p > 0.05 thus not significant. Therefore, No significant relationship between income stability and income sufficiency.
The crosstabulation shows that among 40 gig workers, those with fluctuating incomes reported both income sufficiency and insufficiency, and similarly, those with regular incomes were split between feeling their earnings were sufficient and not sufficient. The Pearson chi-square statistic was 0.958 with 2 degrees of freedom, and the associated p-value was 0.619, which is much greater than the conventional significance threshold of 0.05. The likelihood ratio also gave a nearly identical p-value of 0.618. Since these p-values exceed 0.05, the relationship between income stability and perceived income sufficiency in this sample is not statistically significant.
There are several plausible reasons why income stability and perceived income sufficiency may not show a significant association here. First, perceptions of financial sufficiency are influenced by multiple personal factors beyond just stability such as household size, cost of living in the area, presence of other income sources, or levels of financial obligations like debts or dependents. Second, the nature of gig work itself often characterized by flexibility and the ability to combine multiple income streams might allow workers to adapt to income fluctuations without feeling their overall livelihood is threatened. Third, individual expectations vary widely: what one person considers “sufficient” may differ greatly from another’s standard, making perceived sufficiency a more subjective measure than objective income stability. Finally, the small number of respondents in the “seasonal” category may limit the ability to detect statistically meaningful differences between groups.




3.3.7 Hidden costs vs Monthly income
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between hidden costs in gig work and monthly income 
· H₁: There is a significant association between hidden costs in gig work and monthly income.



Table 3.3.7.a. Hidden costs vs Monthly income
Hidden cost * average monthly income from gig work, crosstabulation
Count
	
	 What is your average monthly income from gig work?
	Total

	
	11000-15000
	5000-8000
	9000-10000
	below 20000
	

	Are there hidden costs involved in your gig work (transportation, tools, internet, cosmetics, etc.)?
	High cost
	4
	4
	3
	4
	15

	
	Low cost
	3
	3
	0
	0
	6

	
	Moderate cost
	4
	4
	5
	6
	19

	Total
	11
	11
	8
	10
	40


Chi – square test result
Table 3.3.7.b. Hidden costs vs Monthly income
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.216a
	6
	.399

	Likelihood Ratio
	8.471
	6
	.206

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation
Chi- square result
· Pearson Chi-Square = 6.216, 
· df = 6, 
· p = 0.399
· Interpretation: p > 0.05 thus not significant
· Therefore, No significant relationship between hidden costs and monthly income.
· Caution: 10 cells < 5 so the Chi-square assumptions are heavily violated thus result is not very reliable. Small sample size is a limitation.
The crosstabulation shows how different levels of hidden costs high, moderate, and low are distributed across income categories ranging from ₹5,000–₹8,000 to below ₹20,000. When the chi-square test was applied, the Pearson chi-square value was 6.216 with 6 degrees of freedom, and the p-value was 0.399, which is substantially higher than the conventional 0.05 significance threshold. The likelihood ratio also produced a non-significant p-value of 0.206. Because both p-values exceed 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. This means that, based on the data in this sample, there is no statistically significant relationship between the extent of hidden costs faced by gig workers and their average monthly income.
A notable limitation in this analysis is that many of the cells in the crosstabulation table have very small counts (10 out of 16 cells have expected frequencies less than 5), which violates key assumptions of the chi-square test and reduces the reliability of the result. This situation is common in small-sample studies like this one, where dividing respondents into many categories leads to sparse data. Because of this, the absence of statistical significance might reflect limitations in sample size and distribution rather than a true lack of association.





Objective 3: Adequacy of institutional support systems
3.3.8. Training received vs financial independence
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between receipt of training or skill development and improvement in financial independence 
· H₁: There is a significant association between receipt of training or skill development and improvement in financial independence 

Table 3.3.8.a availability of training, orientation, or skill development from various platform * financial independence compared to your past employment, crosstabulation
Count  
	
	Has gig work improved your financial independence compared to your past employment (if any)?
	Total

	
	Highly improved
	Moderately improved
	Not really improved
	

	Have you received any training, orientation, or skill development from government/NGO/private platforms?
	Not received
	3
	12
	9
	24

	
	Received
	7
	3
	6
	16

	Total
	10
	15
	15
	40


 Chi square test
Table 3.3.8.b. availability of training, orientation, or skill development from various platform * financial independence compared to your past employment
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.250a
	2
	.044

	Likelihood Ratio
	6.421
	2
	.040

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation 
· Pearson Chi-Square = 6.250,
· df = 2, 
· p = 0.044
· Interpretation: p < 0.05 It is significant
· Therefore, receiving training or skill development is significantly associated with financial independence improvement.
· Observation: Training recipients are more likely to report “highly improved” financial independence.
The crosstabulation shows the distribution of respondents who have and have not received training across three levels of reported financial improvement: highly improved, moderately improved, and not really improved compared to their past employment. The chi-square test yielded a Pearson chi-square value of 6.250 with 2 degrees of freedom and an associated p-value of 0.044. Because this p-value is less than the conventional significance level of 0.05, the result is statistically significant.
This finding highlights the potential role of institutional support systems — such as training programs delivered by government, NGOs, or private platforms — in strengthening the economic outcomes of gig workers. It suggests that access to relevant training and skill-building opportunities may empower workers to enhance their capabilities, secure better or more productive gigs, and ultimately achieve stronger financial independence.
3.3.9. Social security and Income stability
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between contribution to social security schemes and income stability 
· H₁: There is a significant association between contribution to social security schemes and income stability 
Table 3.3.9.a. Ability to contribute to social security schemes * Stability in your income, crosstabulation 
Count
	
	How stable is your income (regular, fluctuating, seasonal)?
	Total

	
	Fluctuating
	Regular
	Seasonal
	

	 Are you able to contribute to social security schemes (pension, insurance, provident fund, etc.)?
	No
	10
	3
	0
	13

	
	Yes
	7
	18
	2
	27

	Total
	17
	21
	2
	40


Chi – square test
Table 3.3.9.b. Ability to contribute to social security schemes * Stability in your income
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.508a
	2
	.009

	Likelihood Ratio
	10.187
	2
	.006

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation 
Chi square result
· Pearson Chi-Square = 9.508,
·  df = 2,
·  p = 0.009
· Interpretation: p < 0.05, thus it is significant
· Therefore, Contribution to social security schemes is significantly associated with income stability.
· Observation: Those contributing to social security are more likely to have regular income.
The crosstabulation shows how respondents with different patterns of income regular, fluctuating, or seasonal reported whether they are able to contribute to social security schemes. The chi-square test produced a Pearson chi-square value of 9.508 with 2 degrees of freedom, and the associated p-value was 0.009, which is well below the standard significance level of 0.05. The likelihood ratio also supported this result with a significant p-value of 0.006. Since the p-value is less than 0.05, the result is statistically significant, which means we reject the null hypothesis that income stability and the ability to contribute to social security schemes are independent.
The pattern in the data further reveals that gig workers with regular income are more likely to contribute to social security schemes compared to those with fluctuating or seasonal income. For instance, among those who reported being able to contribute, a large majority have regular income, while those who are unable to contribute tend to have fluctuating income. This suggests that income regularity provides greater financial predictability, making it easier for workers to set aside funds for long-term commitments like pensions, insurance premiums, or provident funds.
3.3.10. Grievance redressal vs Institutional adequacy
Hypothesis
· H₀: There is no significant association between availability of grievance redressal mechanisms and adequacy of institutional support systems 
· H₁: There is a significant association between availability of grievance redressal mechanisms and adequacy of institutional support systems 

Table 3.3.10. a. Grievance redressal mechanisms* Institutional adequacy
Count 

	
	 In your view, are current institutional support systems adequate to address your needs?
	Total

	
	
	No
	Yes
	

	Are grievance redressal mechanisms (for harassment, delayed payments, workplace abuse) available and accessible?
	No
	1
	22
	5
	28

	
	Yes
	0
	4
	8
	12

	Total
	1
	26
	13
	40


Chi- square test
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.231a
	2
	.010

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.221
	2
	.010

	N of Valid Cases
	40
	
	


Interpretation 
Chi square result
· Pearson Chi-Square = 9.231, 
· df = 2,
·  p = 0.010
· Interpretation: p < 0.05 thus it is significant
· Therefore, Availability of grievance redressal mechanisms is significantly associated with perceived adequacy of institutional support.
· Observation: Most respondents who report lack of mechanisms also report inadequate institutional support.

The crosstabulation shows how respondents who reported whether grievance mechanisms exist and are accessible are distributed across responses on whether institutional support systems meet their needs. The chi-square test yielded a Pearson chi-square value of 9.231 with 2 degrees of freedom, and the associated p-value was 0.010, which is less than the conventional significance level of 0.05. The likelihood ratio also returned a p-value of 0.010. Because the p-value is below 0.05, this result is statistically significant, meaning we reject the null hypothesis that grievance redressal availability and perceptions of institutional support adequacy are unrelated.
The pattern revealed in the data indicates that respondents who report a lack of accessible grievance redressal mechanisms are also more likely to feel that current institutional support systems are inadequate. Conversely, those who say grievance mechanisms are in place and usable tend to report that institutional support is more adequate. This suggests that the existence and accessibility of effective grievance redressal processes play an important role in shaping gig workers’ overall confidence in support structures. When mechanisms for addressing harassment, delayed payments, or workplace abuse are perceived as unavailable or ineffective, workers may feel that support systems fail to protect their rights or address critical issues, contributing to a broader sense of institutional inadequacy.
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FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION












4.1 Findings 
4.1.1. OBJECTIVE 1: TO ANALYSE THE STRUCTURAL BARRIERS THAT LIMIT THE ACTIVE PARTICIPATION OF WOMEN.
• Face digital barriers, 57.5% (23/40) such as lack of smartphone access, poor internet connectivity, or low digital skills.
• Delivery workers are most digitally dependent shows that  100% report digital barriers, while beauty (6/10) and domestic workers (7/10) are less dependent on technology.
• Family responsibilities reduce working hours highlights women with childcare and eldercare duties mostly work 4–6 hours/day, while others work 7–12+ hours.
• Type of gig work is shaped by domestic roles specify domestic and beauty services offer flexibility but lower income, while delivery/tutoring offer higher income but require digital access and longer hours.
• Limited exposure and training mainly 24 out of 40 respondents have not received any formal training, reducing their ability to shift to higher-earning gig roles.

4.1.2. OBJECTIVE 2: ECONOMIC CHALLENGES FACED BY WOMEN GIG WORKERS

• Income distribution is concentrated in lower ranges: Income distribution of majority has concentrated in rupees 5000- 8000, which means eleven of them falls under this category, lower range.  
• Only 50% (20/40) feel their income is sufficient, showing that sufficiency is subjective and based on household context.
• Income instability is common ; 17 workers have fluctuating income and 2 seasonal income.
• Even among those with regular income, only 12/21 feel financially secure.
• Hidden costs are significant — 37.5% face high hidden costs and 47.5% moderate costs (fuel, phone recharge, maintenance, commissions).
• Hidden costs exist across all income levels that brings higher income does not guarantee better net earnings.
• Gig type affects income: delivery and tutoring workers earn more than domestic and beauty workers.

4.1.3 OBJECTIVE 3: ADEQUACY OF INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS
• Training access is limited only 16/40 received any skill training.
• Training significantly improves financial independence (Chi-square p = 0.044).
• Social security participation improves income stability — contributors mostly report regular income (Chi-square p = 0.009).
• Grievance redressal access is very low ,it indicates that only 12/40 have access.
• 22/28 workers without grievance mechanisms perceive institutional support as inadequate (Chi-square p = 0.010).
• Only a minority perceive institutional support as adequate (12/40).
• Overall, institutional systems fail to provide protection, stability, and upward mobility.

4.2 Recommendations
· Strong digital support should be provided through among the gig worker mainly among the women for the equitable participation. The digital need for each category is different, it should be analysed and allocate the resource as well
· Institutional support should be needed for women who engaged in this sector specially for childcare, eldercare facilities and maternity relief 
· Sufficient training and skill development should be need for the women in the initial period of work
· Society needs greater awareness about the importance of financial independence, just as domestic responsibilities are valued.
· The income stability should be secured with mean income for their survival as well as hidden cost while engage in this field
· Social security should be properly planned and need to implement in this sector 
· Grievance redressal mechanism should be implemented mainly for the issue related to safety, security, bargaining wages, etc.
4.3. Conclusion
Gig economy which is a system or a sector where the workers are in short term, flexible jobs instead of permanent, full-time payment .so they get rewarded as payment for per task, per ride, per delivery, per service, per project. This sector is featured with short term work, flexibility, platform- based, no traditional employment benefits, payment per task. Therefore, the workers can work with flexible timing, extra income, lack of other job opportunities, ability to balance family responsibilities and using personal skills. here the study concentrated on the structural and economic challenges faced by the women gig worker in Kochi. They study mainly concentrated 4 categories of gig work: domestic service, delivery service, beauty service and online tutoring the structural factors are burden of domestic responsibilities, skill and training development, digital barriers, lack of recognitions, and economic challenges are instability in income, lack of social security scheme, hidden cost. The other objective that adequacy of institutional support like grievance redressal mechanism
Even if there are this much challenges for women who engaged in this sector, they see this sector for the means of life. They are ready to continue this sector for the rest of the time period. this system provides a huge support for the well-being of overall individual development
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                                                    QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Name 

1. What is your age?
1. 20 -25 yrs old
1. 26- 30 yrs old
1. 31-35 yrs old
1. Above 35 yrs old
1. What is your marital status?
1. Married
1. Non married 
1. What is your highest educational qualification?
1. Sslc 
1. Higher secondary 
1. Degree
1. Skill based qualification
1. What is your household size (number of members)?
1. 3
1. 4
1. 5
1. 6
1. How many dependents do you support financially?
1. 2
1. 3
1. 4
1. 5
1. What is your current occupation within the gig economy (domestic service, beauty service, online tutoring, etc.)?
1. Domestic service
1. Beauty service
1. Online tutoring 
1. Free lancing 
1. Tailoring
1. How long have you been working in the gig economy?
1. 2-5 years
1. 6-10 years
1. 11-13 years
1. More than 14 years
1. What motivated you to join gig work? (income necessity, flexibility, lack of alternatives, etc.)
1. Income necessity
1. Flexibility
1. recognise the skill in it 
1. lack of alternatives
1. How many hours do you work on an average day?
1. 4-6 hours
1. 7-10 hours
1. 11-12.5 hours
1. More than 12 hours
1. Do you engage in gig work full-time or part-time?
1. Full time
1. Part time
 
1. Did you face any difficulty entering gig work compared to male counterparts?
1. Yes
1. No 
1. Which of the following is the most common structural barrier limiting women gig workers in Kochi?
a) Lack of digital access
b) Inadequate physical workspaces
c) Social stigma around gig work
d) Household responsibilities

1. To what extent do family responsibilities (childcare, elder care, household duties) affect your ability to participate in gig work?
1. Highly
1. Moderate
1. Low 
1. Have you experienced gender discrimination in accessing gig work opportunities?
1. Yes
1. No
1. Are safety and mobility concerns (travel at night, unsafe workplaces, harassment) limiting factors in your work?
1. Yes
1. No
1. Do you face digital barriers (lack of smartphone, internet, digital skills) in securing work?
1. Yes
1. No 
1. Are there social or cultural restrictions that discourage women from working in your sector?
1. Yes
1. No
1. A key cultural factor restricting women’s participation in the gig economy is:
a) Household gender roles
b) Overrepresentation in tech jobs
c) Unequal sharing of unpaid care work
d) lack of bargaining power at workplace

1. Do clients/customers treat you differently because you are a woman?
1. Yes
1. No 

1. Do you face challenges in bargaining for wages due to your gender?
1. Yes
1. No
1. Are training and skill development opportunities equally accessible to women?
1. Yes
1. No
1. What structural changes (e.g., transport, childcare, workplace safety) do you feel would improve your work participation?


1. One common mental stressor among women gig workers is:
a) Uncertainty of daily earnings
b) lack of income support system 
c) lack of recognition in society
d) lack of insurance coverage

1. What is your average monthly income from gig work?
1. 5000 – 8000
1. 9000- 10000
1. 11000-15000
1. Below 20000
1. Do you feel your earnings are sufficient to cover your personal and household needs?
1. Yes
1. No
1. How stable is your income (regular, fluctuating, seasonal)?
1. Regular
1. Fluctuating 
1. Seasonal

1. Have you experienced payment delays or non-payment for completed work?
0. Yes
0. No
29) Rate the disparity in income that you have received with men?
1
2
3
4
5

30)Do you face high competition in your sector that reduces your income?
1. Yes
1. No

31)Are there hidden costs involved in your gig work (transportation, tools, internet, cosmetics, etc.)?
0. High cost
0. Moderate cost
0. Low cost
33)Women gig workers in Kochi face difficulties in balancing work due to:
a) Burden of unpaid domestic work
b) Absence of family restrictions
c) lack of childcare facilities
d) lack of easy transportation access

34)Which of the following is a major economic challenge for women gig workers in Kochi?
a) lack of regular wage increments
b) Absence of job security
c) lack of Access to pension schemes
d) lack of access to Employer-provided health benefits

35)Do you receive additional financial support from your family?
1. Yes
1. No 
36)Do you have access to savings, credit, or loans to support your gig activities?
1. Yes
1. No
37)In Kochi, women gig workers have limited access to:
a) Labour unions and collective bargaining
b) Women’s self-help groups
c) Informal social networks
d) Family-based financial support

38)Which institutional gap most affects women gig workers?
a) Lack of social security benefits
b) Abundant maternity leave
c) Pension availability
d) Regular skill training

39)Are you able to contribute to social security schemes (pension, insurance, provident fund, etc.)?
1. Yes
1. No
40)Has gig work improved your financial independence compare to your past employment?
Highly improved
Moderately improved
Not really improved
41. In your opinion, which are the most pressing structural challenges you face in gig work?

42). Have you received any training, orientation, or skill development from government/NGO/private platforms?
Received 
Not received

43). Are there welfare boards, unions, or collectives for women gig workers in your sector?
Yes 
No
44). How effective do you find digital platform (apps, websites) in connecting you to fair paying work?
Effective
Highly effective
Moderately effective
Not really effective
45). Do you feel protected by labour laws or regulations in your current gig work?
Yes
No
46). Are grievance redressal mechanisms (for harassment, delayed payments, workplace abuse) available and accessible?
Yes 
No
47). Do you receive maternity benefits or childcare support through institutions?
Yes
No
48). In your view, are current institutional support systems adequate to address your needs?
Yes
No
49).  What is driving reason that make you to still working in this platform?
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