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Workers or entrepreneurs: The study of Gig workers in India 

 

Abstract  

Gig workers are a midway between entrepreneurs and workers. They are called gig service 

providers since their income depend on the quantum of job or gig (Radhakrishnan and Roy 

2023) . They are defined by “short-term, flexible, and freelance arrangement” (Sharma and 

Sharma 2025). They often use digital platforms linking independent workers and consumers 

(Koustimpogiorgos et.al. 2020). They are not considered as workers berefting them from any 

regular facilities (such as pensions, job securities, ailment benefits, accidental insurance and 

so on). Numerous studies have focussed on their role in the economy and their socio-

economic status. Unfortunately, most of the studies take the form of case studies and/or 

qualitative analysis. Very few all-India level large scale study is available. This paper is a 

modest attempt to correct this lacuna. Using a large scale India level study reveals differences 

in geographical asymmetries, gender and group inequalities, impact of educational attainment 

of the gig workers’ income and so on. 
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1. Introduction  

Gig workers are a midway between entrepreneurs and workers. They are called gig service 

providers since their income depend on the quantum of job or gig (Radhakrishnan and Roy 

2023). They are defined by “short-term, flexible, and freelance arrangement” (Sharma and 

Sharma 2025). They often use digital platforms linking independent workers and consumers 

(Koustimpogiorgos et.al. 2020). They are not considered as workers berefting them from any 

regular facilities (such as pensions, job securities, ailment benefits, accidental insurance and 

so on). Numerous studies have focussed on their role in the economy and their socio-

economic status. Unfortunately, most of the studies take the form of case studies and/or 

qualitative analysis. Very few all-India level large scale study is available. This paper is a 

modest attempt to correct this lacuna.  

 

In this paper, we have tried to ascertain the information on gig workers culling it from the 

PLFS data. We have been able to identify more than four thousand observations on gig 

workers from the PLFS data. We then tried to elucidate some information from these 

observations. Lastly we used the multiple regression technique to find the correlation 

between gig workers’ earnings and various socio-economic factors. 

The paper is divided into 6 sections. Section 2 gives a brief literature review. Section3 

discusses the data and how we culled the information of gig workers from the general PLFS 

data. In section 4, we discuss into some simple statistical information of gig workers from the 

available data. Section 5 gives us the results of the analytical exercise. Section6 concludes 

our study. 

 

2. Literature Review  

Since gig-workers are becoming an important part of the Indian economy and of the global 

economy as a whole there arew many studies in this regard. We only point out those that are 

more relevant for our study. 

 

NITI Aayog (2022) prepared an expert committee report on the booming gig sector in India. 

The Report reveals that the sector is growing fast. It is seen that roughly 78% of these 
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workers are in semi-skilled and low-skilled jobs with only a meagre portion in high skilled 

one. Trends also show that the medium skilled job prospects are declining with both high and 

low skilled oriented jobs expanding. It calls for an initiative towards platform based jobs and 

enhancing gender and social inclusion. It calls for an intensive study of women run platforms 

with an emphasis on their difficulties. It also seeks to inquire whether platform based jobs 

leads to formalisation of employment. It also wants to estimate their contribution to GDP. 

 

Deepika and Madhusoodhan (2022) argues that for universalisation of social security, the gig 

workers are brought into the ambit of the labour laws for the first time, with the provision of 

some welfare measures under the Code on Social Security, 2020. However, these three other 

codes are silent on the policies towards gig workers. Though the codes are not implemented, 

there are many doubts are raised as to the implications of these codes and their applicability 

in the Indian context. 

 

Shetty (2022) points out that numerous studies have emphasised the rise of the gig economy 

in labour markets across the globe. The gig economy's workforce participation rate is 

growing in tandem with the number of companies in the space. The crucial question is 

whether such jobs can really supplement the traditional jobs thus pushing up the employment 

figures. Also whether they can open opportunities to the weaker sections and fulfil the 

aspirations of an individual and family. This article provides a viewpoint and further 

directions for research on these questions based on fundamental observations. However, it 

does not intend to provide a comprehensive empirical answer to these questions. 

 

Radhakrishnan et.al. (2023) made a qualitative study of ride-hailing platforms in Bangalore. 

Their study was mainly qualitative. Most of them belong to the age-group 26-35 years. They 

come from small towns in Karnataka. Most of them attained education upto secondary level 

while higher studies are rare. Their experience in this sector is mostly 1-2 years. They were 

previously employed as drivers. About 80% consider this as their primary jobs. There is no 

provision of holidays. They do not receive any medical compensation or other social security 

benefits. There is no base salary. They receive daily payments. Number of rides completed, 

distance covered are some of the basic incentive factors. 
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Their incentives have been rolled back from the original level. They have now to depend on 

this platform based jobs because of very low employment possibility in the formal sector 

augmented by their low skill. The anonymity of the customer increases their hazards. 

 

Aggrawal (2023) argues the change the nature of work and labour relations due to the new 

technology. A new type of workers-the 'Gig' workers have emerged in all the countries. 

Though there has been a significant increase in the number of gig workers in India, but 

serious concerns have been expressed about the availability of job and income security to 

them. A mismatch of skills has also become a common phenomenon. Proper planning to 

reduce the mismatch and upskilling is thus required. State intervention has also become 

important to provide social security to these workers. 

 

Koley (2025) argued that the gig economy has emerged as a significant force in transforming 

India's employment landscape through digital platforms that enable flexible and short-term 

work opportunities. This study examines its scope, growth, drivers, impacts, and regulatory 

challenges using secondary data from government reports, academic literature, industry 

surveys, and media sources. Findings show rapid growth in the number of gig workers, 

increasing from 2.52 million in 2011–12 to 6.8 million in 2019–20. Major sectors 

contributing to this expansion include mobility, delivery services, professional work, and 

microtask-based employment. The gig economy provides workers with flexibility, autonomy, 

and opportunities for skill enhancement. However, it also exposes them to job insecurity, 

limited benefits, and financial vulnerability. Businesses benefit from reduced labour costs and 

greater operational flexibility. At the same time, challenges related to workforce management 

and worker retention persist. The study identifies significant regulatory and social security 

gaps that require policy attention. It concludes that balanced and inclusive policies are 

essential to ensure sustainable growth while protecting the welfare of gig workers in India. 

ILO (2025) stressed that that gig-work is not an employment with a fixed employer. Rather 

they are termed as self-employer. They are independent contractors who need to find their 

own clients and projects either informally or through platforms. They have to set their own 

schedule. Without proper management it can lead to stress and unpredictable workloads. 

They have their own rule of paying fees and workers’ rights.it is evident that their earnings 

depend upon region, internet access, regulations, economic conditions and skill levels. Their 
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earnings vary widely. Specialised workers earn more while low-skilled workers may face low 

pay and income instability. 

 

Sharma and Sharma (2025) explore the relationship between the gig economy and economic 

growth through interviews with 23 gig workers in Delhi. Using thematic analysis, it identifies 

key factors affecting workers, including job security, flexibility, platform policies, and 

economic stability. It stresses on inconsistent work options, lack of job security and mental 

stress in the name of so –called work flexibility. The findings offer policy recommendations 

and contribute to gig economy research. 

Zeid et.al. (2026) argues that gig-economy jobs are Dependent-employment or Self-

employment. In some countries (Belarus, Rwanda, Indonesia and Pakistan) they make up 80-

90% of total work. Workers here face certain trade-offs. They often offer workers opportunity 

to re-enter the labour market after being unemployed. They are outside the security of the 

job- markets. Their rise has created new forms of work pressure new questions for the labour 

market and the economy. They might create negative social outcomes such as vulnerability 

and poverty. It is of need to harmonise the flexible work management with incorporating 

telework rights and flexible work management within labour law. There is a need to 

incorporate life long experience. Social protection system should be expanded into this sector. 

Many developed countries have taken steps in this regard. 

3. Data Source 

The study uses unit-level data from the Periodic Labour Force Survey (PLFS), July 2022–

June 2023. The PLFS is conducted by the National Sample Survey Office (NSSO), Ministry 

of Statistics and Programme Implementation (MoSPI), Government of India. The survey 

provides nationally representative information on employment, occupation, industry, 

education, earnings, and socio-economic characteristics of individuals across rural and urban 

India. 

PLFS does not directly identify gig or platform workers. Therefore, the study constructs a 

proxy definition of gig workers using employment status, industry classification, and 

occupation codes following approaches commonly used in recent gig economy literature. 

Sample Restriction 
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The analysis is restricted to individuals aged between 15 and 45 years in order to focus on the 

economically active working-age population where gig employment is more prevalent. 

Employment Filter 

Current Weekly Status (CWS) employment status codes are used to identify workers engaged 

in non-standard and flexible employment arrangements. 

The following employment categories are included: 

• Self-employed own account workers (Status Code 11) 

• Casual labour in non-public works (Status Code 41) 

Workers employed under MGNREGA (Status Code 42) are excluded because such 

employment is public employment rather than platform-based or market-mediated gig work. 

Industry Filter 

Industry classifications based on NIC-2008 codes are used to identify sectors where gig and 

platform work is concentrated. 

The following sectors are included: 

• Transport services (NIC 49) 

• Logistics and delivery services (NIC 52–53) 

• Food services and delivery platforms (NIC 56) 

• Information technology and digital services (NIC 62–63) 

• Personal and entertainment services (NIC 90–96) 

These industries capture app-based transport services, food delivery platforms, online 

freelancing, and digitally mediated personal services. 

Occupation Filter 

Occupation classifications based on NCO codes are used to identify workers likely engaged 

in platform-mediated and task-based work. 

Occupation major groups included are: 

• Professionals and IT-related occupations 
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• Service and sales workers 

• Drivers and transport workers 

• Elementary occupations and delivery workers 

The occupation filter captures workers engaged in driving services, delivery work, online 

freelancing, sales-based platform work, and personal service activities. 

Final Gig Worker Variable 

A worker is classified as a gig worker if all three conditions are satisfied: 

1. Eligible employment status 

2. Eligible industry classification 

3. Eligible occupation classification 

Construction of Earnings Variable 

Monthly earnings are constructed separately for self-employed and casual labour workers. 

• For self-employed workers, earnings are based on reported earnings during the last 30 

days. 

• For casual labour workers, monthly wage earnings are used. 

Observations with zero or missing earnings are excluded from the analysis. 

To minimise the influence of extreme values, the top 1 percent of earnings observations are 

trimmed from the sample. 

Workers who did not satisfy the employment, industry, and occupation criteria used for 

identifying gig workers were classified as non-gig workers. This category includes workers 

engaged in conventional employment arrangements across formal and informal sectors. Non-

gig workers include regular salaried workers, traditional self-employed workers, and casual 

labourers employed outside the selected gig-related industries and occupations. 
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4. Some features of gig workers in India 

4.1: Distribution of gig-workers in India 

4.1.1: Some general features of gig workers at the all-India level 

Workers who did not satisfy the employment, industry, and occupation criteria used for 

identifying gig workers were classified as non-gig workers. This category includes workers 

engaged in conventional employment arrangements across formal and informal sectors. Non-

gig workers include regular salaried workers, traditional self-employed workers, and casual 

labourers employed outside the selected gig-related industries and occupations. 

 

Table 1: Estimated number of gig workers and non-gig workers in India 

gig_worker Freq. Percent 

   

Non-Gig Worker 88208450 88.44 

Gig Worker 11533992 11.56 

   

Total 99742442 100 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23 data 

 

From this table, it is clear that gig workers are still a minority of the total workforce. In spite 

all tall talks of the stupendous growth of gig-workers, they are still not the main fray of total 

workers in our country. This does not mean that they are insignificant in absolute number. 

Only their proportion is very low. 

 

Table 2: Estimated number of gig workers in India according to gender 

Gender Number Percent 

   

Male 10884743 94.37 

Female 6,49,249 5.63 

      

Total 11533992 100 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23 data 
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Next, we find that the gig-workers are pre-dominantly males (94%). In proportion wise the 

female gig-workers are very low. Familial duties, social stigma, occupational hazards and 

patriarchal bias against women bog them down in this regard. 

Consider next the social group of the gig-workers (Table 3). It is clear that the presence of 

Scheduled Tribe and Schedule Caste is very low among gig-workers. Rather is quite among 

OBC and Others-that broadly constitutes the so-called Upper caste are predominant. The 

traditional sociological bias in our society is sadly reflected even among the gig-workers. 

 

Table 3: Estimated number of gig workers in India according to Social Groups 

Social Group Number Percent 

   ST 7,58,995 6.58 

SC 22,04,841 19.12 

OBC 55,28,758 47.93 

Others 30,41,398 26.37 

  

 

Total 1,15,33,992 100 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

Religion wise distribution of gig-workers brings the same anomaly. Hindus are the most 

dominating category. Far second is the Muslim community. This reflects the basic 

demographical patterns of our society.  

 

Table 4: Estimated number of gig workers in India according to Religion. 

Religion Number Percent 

      

Hindu 90,45,082 78.42 

Muslim  19,64,479 17.03 

Christian 2,86,947 2.49 

Sikh 1,70,377 1.48 

Jain 3,651 0.03 

Buddhist 45,654 0.40 

Others 17,802 0.15 

      

Total 1,15,33,992 100 
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Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

4.1.2: Some regional features of gig workers  

We will now concentrate on the states and region wise variation of gig workers in India. 

Since India is a large country with wide socio-economic variation, such discussions are 

important. 

Table 5: Estimated Percentage of gig workers and non-gig workers in states of India 

State/Ut Non-Gig Worker Gig 

Worker 

Total Rank 

(according 

to Gig 

workers) 

Andaman & Nicobar 0.01 0.06 0.02 32 

Andhra Pradesh 2.93 5.89 3.27 5 

Arunachal Pradesh 0.21 0.06 0.19 33 

Assam 11.08 5.19 10.40 7 

Bihar 10.09 11.27 10.22 3 

Chandigarh 0.01 0.07 0.02 31 

Chhattisgarh 1.90 0.75 1.77 21 

Daman & Diu 0.04 0.03 0.04 35 

Delhi 0.41 2.14 0.61 17 

Goa 0.03 0.10 0.04 29 

Gujarat 5.35 5.24 5.33 6 

Haryana 1.56 1.50 1.55 18 

Himachal Pradesh 0.68 0.54 0.67 23 

Jammu & Kashmir 1.24 1.31 1.25 19 

Jharkhand 2.79 3.25 2.84 13 

Karnataka 4.13 4.55 4.17 11 

Kerala 0.72 2.17 0.89 16 

Ladakh 0.02 0.06 0.03 34 

Lakshadweep 0.00 0.00 0.00 36 

Madhya Pradesh 6.09 3.85 5.83 12 

Maharashtra 6.15 7.63 6.32 4 

Manipur 0.36 0.27 0.35 24 

Meghalaya 0.22 0.20 0.22 26 

Mizoram 0.11 0.16 0.12 28 

Nagaland 0.24 0.20 0.23 25 

Odisha 3.16 2.53 3.09 14 

Puducherry 0.02 0.09 0.03 30 

Punjab 1.62 2.27 1.69 15 

Rajasthan 6.05 4.62 5.88 9 

Sikkim 0.06 0.19 0.08 27 

Tamil Nadu 2.72 4.80 2.96 8 
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Telangana 2.94 4.59 3.13 10 

Tripura 0.35 0.55 0.37 22 

Uttar Pradesh 17.78 11.60 17.07 1 

Uttarakhand 0.72 0.95 0.75 20 

West Bengal 8.20 11.33 8.56 2 

Total 100 100 100  

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

First, we concentrate on the proportional distribution of gig workers across various states of 

India. It is evident that Uttar Pradesh which has the highest proportion of total workers also 

have the highest proportion of gig workers. But Consider West Bengal. In total labour share 

proportion, it is below Assam and Bihar. Yet it is second in the proportion of gig-workers. In 

fact it is very close to the first Uttar Pradesh. Though Bihar is quite close, Assam is on the 

seventh rank.  

In some major states (Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Chandigarh, Delhi, Jammu & Kashmir, 

Jharkhand, Karnataka, Kerala, Maharashtra, Punjab, Tamil Nadu, Uttarakhand) the share of 

gig workers is larger than the share of non-gig workers. It is clear that the spread of gig-

workers is not always identical as the share of non-gig workers. 

Next, we consider the intensity of gig-workers (Table 6). This refers to the proportion of total 

workers working as gig. The highest intensities of gig-workers are in Delhi and Chandīgarh. 

Among the major states only Kerala and Andhra Pradesh comes within the first top ten 

intense gig-workers’ state. This proves that gig-workers are still a marginal portion of work-

force in most of the states. 

Table 6: Estimated intensity of gig workers and non-gig workers in states of India (%) 

State/Ut Non-Gig Worker Gig Worker Total Rank (according to Gig workers) 

Andaman & Nicobar 64.80 35.20 100 3 

Andhra Pradesh 79.18 20.82 100 9 

Arunachal Pradesh 96.50 3.50 100 36 

Assam 94.23 5.77 100 34 

Bihar 87.26 12.74 100 20 

Chandigarh 60.17 39.83 100 2 

Chhattisgarh 95.09 4.91 100 35 

Daman & Diu 90.47 9.53 100 27 

Delhi 59.39 40.61 100 1 

Goa 71.58 28.42 100 6 
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Gujarat 88.63 11.37 100 23 

Haryana 88.81 11.19 100 24 

Himachal Pradesh 90.55 9.45 100 29 

Jammu & Kashmir 87.91 12.09 100 22 

Jharkhand 86.80 13.20 100 19 

Karnataka 87.39 12.61 100 21 

Kerala 71.76 28.24 100 7 

Ladakh 75.47 24.53 100 8 

Lakshadweep 79.82 20.20 100 10 

Madhya Pradesh 92.35 7.65 100 33 

Maharashtra 86.03 13.97 100 18 

Manipur 91.14 8.86 100 31 

Meghalaya 89.65 10.35 100 25 

Mizoram 84.48 15.52 100 14 

Nagaland 89.90 10.10 100 26 

Odisha 90.53 9.47 100 28 

Puducherry 69.06 30.94 100 4 

Punjab 84.55 15.45 100 15 

Rajasthan 90.93 9.07 100 30 

Sikkim 71.57 28.43 100 5 

Tamil Nadu 81.27 18.73 100 11 

Telangana 83.01 16.99 100 12 

Tripura 83.07 16.93 100 13 

Uttar Pradesh 92.14 7.86 100 32 

Uttarakhand 85.40 14.60 100 17 

West Bengal 84.69 15.31 100 16 

Total 88.44 11.56 100  

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

In order to formalise our analysis, we divide India into six zones (see Appendix). Such zonal 

demarcation will help us in our later analytical exercise. 

First, we consider the distribution of gig-workers among various regions of India (Table 7). It 

appears that the largest percentage of gig-workers are in Central zone. This might be due to 

the huge population concentration in this zone. Next is line is the Southern zone. This is well 

expected as this zone dominates in the networking and digitalisation revolution of India. 

These are vital platforms for gig-workers. East and West lie far behind while it is very low in 

North and North-East zone.  
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Table 7: Estimated number of gig workers and non-gig workers in different regions of India. 

Regions of India Number Percent 

      

North 10,18,757 8.83 

Central 40,75,412 35.33 

North-East 7,85,413 6.81 

East 15,98,895 13.86 

West 14,89,141 12.91 

South 25,66,375 22.25 

      

Total 1,15,33,992 100 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

Next, we consider the intensity of gig-workers among various zones of India (Table 8). Here 

South zone dominates as expected. North zone encompassing Delhi and Chandigarh is 

second here. It is rather low in the Central zone. 

Table 8: Estimated intensity of gig workers and non-gig workers in zones of India 

Region of India Non-Gig 

Worker 

Gig 

Worker 

Total 

North 84.46 15.54 100 

Central 90.63 9.37 100 

North-East 93.41 6.59 100 

East 86.24 13.76 100 

West 87.23 12.77 100 

South 82.28 17.72 100 

Total 88.44 11.56 100 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

4.2: Distribution of earnings of gig-workers in India 

PLFS data also give us some information of the earnings of gig-workers. We will discuss this 

pattern of distribution now. 

Table 9: Estimated average earnings per month over rural and urban areas in India (in Rs.) 

Sector Non-Gig 

Worker 

Gig 

Worker 

Gig-workers earnings as a percentage of non-gig 

workers 

(1) (2)  (Rs) (3)  (Rs) =(3)/(2) (%) 

Rural 11264 12971 115.15 

Urban 14246 15118 106.12 

Total 11759 13749 116.92 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 
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An important issue is now their earnings (Table 9). It clear that on average, gig-workers earn 

more than non-gig workers. This might be because the gig-workers’ earnings depend on the 

quantum of gig (or job) they cater. Since this is flexible, they might be able to push up their 

earnings high above that of the non-gig workers. This might reflect their greater physical and 

mental exertion as compared to the other types of workers.  

This is true both in the rural and urban areas. However though in urban areas, gig-workers 

earn 115% more than non-gig workers, in rural areas it is only 107%. This might reflect 

greater opportunity for creating gigs in the urban areas.  

Table 10: Estimated average earnings per month in India (in Rs.) across gender and sector 

Gender Rural Urban Total 

        

Male 13155 15653 14030 

Female 8321 9592 9043 

Total 12971 15118 13749 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

Next, we segregate the gig-workers’ earnings across gender and sector basis. It is seen that 

the traditional asymmetry is also manifested in the earning differentials of the gig-workers. 

Rural gig-workers (both male and female) earn less than their urban counterpart. This might 

reflect the lack in the opportunities of gig across these sectors. Urban areas often provide a 

greater possibility of gig generation than the rural areas. The difference seems not to be very 

significant. 

However, alarming is the significant difference in earnings among male and female gig-

workers. The difference might be a reflection of the women’s inability to draw on more gig 

than the male. Familial duties, security reasons and other patriarchal bias in the Indian society 

might have seriously jeopardised the working hours of females as comparison to males. Also, 

the females might be incapable of undertaking highly remunerative gigs as compared to 

males. Lack of experience, patriarchal sentiments of the companies and the customers all 

might contribute to this. Already the participation of female workers among the gig-workers 

is very low. These low earnings might act as a further deterrent to disincentives prospective 

females who are willing to join the pool. This is acting as a vicious circle of causation. 
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Table 11: Estimated average earnings per month in India (in Rs.) across social groups 

Social Group Avg. Monthly Earning 

ST 13109 

SC 12896 

OBC 13843 

Others 14357 

  

Total 13749 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

If we break-up into social group (Table 11), the earning of the SC communities is lowest, 

while it is highest for Others (Non-OBC Higher Castes). Asymmetry in caste structure is 

reflected in the earnings too. 

Table 12: Estimated average earnings per month in India (in Rs.) across religion 

Religion Avg. Monthly Earning 

Hindu 13791 

Islam 13639 

Christian 13349 

Sikh 12917 

Jain 14082 

Buddhist 15642 

Others 14016 

Total 13749 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

Religion wise break-up shows the dominance of Jains and Buddhists. They include the 

traditional merchant classes (such as the Marwaris). Other also come close. This include the 

Jews and Parsees who are the main commercial classes in India. 
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Table 13: Estimated average earnings per month over different regions in India (in Rs.) 

Region of India  Avg. Monthly Earning 

North 15367 

Central 12095 

North-East 12705 

East 11040 

West 15286 

South 16850 

Total 13749 

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23data 

 

Next we go to the regional variation of earning. First, the zonal variation. The highest earning 

for gig-workers is in the Southern region followed by the Western zone while the lowest is in 

the Eastern zone. The earning here is lower than that of North-East and Central Zone. 

Table 14: Estimated average earnings per month over different States of India (in Rs.) 

States/ UTs Avg. Monthly Earning  Rank 

Andaman & Nicobar 17182 11 

Andhra Pradesh 14995 19 

Arunachal Pradesh 17675 7 

Assam 11799 32 

Bihar 12611 29 

Chandigarh 17587 8 

Chhattisgarh$$ 8325 36 

Daman & Diu 15047 18 

Delhi 17163 12 

Goa** 28811 1 

Gujarat 14102 22 

Haryana 13369 26 

Himachal Pradesh 12916 27 

Jammu & Kashmir 17440 9 

Jharkhand 11869 31 

Karnataka 17691 6 

Kerala 17928 5 

Ladakh 18590 3 

Lakshadweep 12046 30 

Madhya Pradesh 11347 33 

Maharashtra 16101 15 

Manipur 13897 24 

Meghalaya 12729 28 

Mizoram 17398 10 
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Nagaland 14322 21 

Odisha 13618 25 

Puducherry 15080 17 

Punjab 13920 23 

Rajasthan 14797 20 

Sikkim 18598 2 

Tamil Nadu 16097 16 

Telangana 18432 4 

Tripura 16188 13 

Uttar Pradesh 11073 34 

Uttarakhand 16138 14 

West Bengal 10464 35 

National average 13749  

Coefficient of Variation 3.92  

Source: Authors’ calculation from PLFS 2022 23 data 

 

Lastly, we present the state wise ranking of the gig-workers’ average earning per month. It 

appears that among the major states Kerala is in leading position (Goa is incidentally the first 

followed by Telangana) while Chhattisgarh is in the last position. West Bengal is also in a 

precariously low position just above Chhattisgarh and below Uttar Pradesh. The earnings in 

Kerala is 2.15 times that of Chhattisgarh while Goa is 3.5 times that of Chhattisgarh. The 

Coefficient of variation is quite high (3.92). Roughly 12 of the States/UTs have average 

earnings below the national average. This accounts for 33% of the total States/UTS. This 

means that there is wide disparity in the earnings of gig-workers across the regions of India. 

In better endowed areas the gig workers earn sufficiently while they get paltry earnings in 

areas where opportunities are not readily available.  

5. An analytical discourse 

Next, we are trying to unravel the factors that determine the income of the gig-workers. For 

we have considered a number of socio-economic variables (Table 15) in a multiple regression 

framework. The log of estimated monthly income of gig workers have been regressed on a 

number of explanatory variables culled from various parameters that can logically effect the 

earnings of gig workers.  
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Table 15: Multiple regression of log (earnings) of gig-workers 

Source SS df MS Number of obs = 4,737 

    F(43, 4693) = 47.07 

Model 290.477445 43 6.75528942 Prob > F = 0.0000 

Residual 673.560153 4,693 .143524431 R-squared = 0.3013 

    Adj R-squared = 0.2949 

Total 964.037598 4,736 .203555236 Root MSE = .37885 

 

 

ln_earn Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf.Interval] 

age .0065652 .0009582 6.85 0.000 .0046868 .0084437 

       

gender       

Female -.6585841 .0249819 -26.36 0.000 -.7075603 -.6096079 

       

marital       

Currently married .0935135 .0166814 5.61 0.000 .0608101 .126217 

Widowed .1459567 .0538927 2.71 0.007 .0403017 .2516118 

Div/sep .0043666 .0611295 0.07 0.943 -.1154759 .1242092 

       

yrsedu .012277 .0016902 7.26 0.000 .0089633 .0155907 

       

hhsz_cat       

3-4 -.0575451 .0234268 -2.46 0.014 -.1034726 -.0116177 

5-6 -.0952276 .0241884 -3.94 0.000 -.1426483 -.0478069 

7+ -.1244304 .0270907 -4.59 0.000 -.177541 -.0713198 

       

religion       

Islam .0142251 .0160415 0.89 0.375 -.0172237 .045674 

Christian -.0106669 .0283056 -0.38 0.706 -.0661592 .0448254 

Sikh -.0259513 .0423595 -0.61 0.540 -.1089958 .0570931 

Jain .0229601 .2230068 0.10 0.918 -.4142379 .4601582 

Buddhist .1949171 .0484163 4.03 0.000 .0999983 .2898359 

Others -.0090247 .0735563 -0.12 0.902 -.1532295 .1351801 

       

social       

ST .0269094 .0241907 1.11 0.266 -.0205158 .0743346 

SC -.0623702 .0183877 -3.39 0.001 -.0984188 -.0263216 

OBC -.0008493 .0148243 -0.06 0.954 -.0299119 .0282132 

       

sector       

Urban .0765396 .0114452 6.69 0.000 .0541015 .0989776 

       

zone       

Central -.1683249 .020091 -8.38 0.000 -.2077127 -.128937 

North-East -.0645551 .0216371 -2.98 0.003 -.1069739 -.0221363 

East -.2479099 .0239391 -10.36 0.000 -.2948418 -.200978 

West -.033855 .0242694 -1.39 0.163 -.0814345 .0137244 

South .1234229 .0207714 5.94 0.000 .0827013 .1641445 

       

voc_train       

Formal training .0884028 .0289359 3.06 0.002 .0316747 .1451308 

Hereditary -.0861316 .0252691 -3.41 0.001 -.1356708 -.0365924 

Self-learning .0392163 .0140457 2.79 0.005 .0116802 .0667524 

On-job training .0431398 .0170969 2.52 0.012 .0096218 .0766578 

Other training .0544072 .0217164 2.51 0.012 .0118329 .0969815 
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durq       

Second 20% .0461024 .0177139 2.60 0.009 .0113749 .08083 

Middle 20% .1117315 .0175711 6.36 0.000 .0772839 .1461791 

Fourth 20% .1442524 .0174298 8.28 0.000 .1100819 .1784229 

Highest 20% .262201 .0187043 14.02 0.000 .2255319 .2988702 

       

tech_edu       

Degree-Engineering .1574977 .1068301 1.47 0.140 -.0519394 .3669349 

Degree-Medicine .6078757 .3798792 1.60 0.110 -.1368659 1.352617 

Degree-Crafts .3752412 .3823877 0.98 0.326 -.3744184 1.124901 

Degree-Other .3526287 .1171912 3.01 0.003 .1228789 .5823784 

Diploma-Engineering -.0089893 .0696369 -0.13 0.897 -.1455103 .1275318 

Diploma-Medicine -.22497 .3799976 -0.59 0.554 -.9699438 .5200038 

Diploma-Crafts -1.224704 .3809785 -3.21 0.001 -1.971601 -.4778071 

Diploma-Other -.1534987 .0823547 -1.86 0.062 -.3149525 .0079551 

Adv Dip-Engineering .4491993 .2689095 1.67 0.095 -.0779896 .9763882 

Adv Dip-Other .2093447 .2688763 0.78 0.436 -.3177792 .7364686 

       

Constant  9.084302 .0456319 199.08 0.000 8.994842 9.173762 

 

 

Our first explanatory variable is age. Age actually captures experience. The earnings of gig-

workers is strongly and positively related with the experience they have in this sector. 

Experience helps the workers at improving the expertise in coordinating between the 

customer and company and cater to their needs. Moreover, both the company and the 

company have a preference over the experienced gig-workers. 

 

The regression results confirm the patriarchal attitude of our society. The earnings of female 

gig-workers are considerably lower than that of the male workers. The problem of familial 

duties, risks and uncertainty involved in flexible time and attitude not favourable towards 

female reduces their earnings considerably that below the male. This acts as a vicious cycle. 

Low payment ensures lower participation of females. 

 

Marital status of gig-workers (both male and females) is significant. For both males and 

females familial pressure pushes the gig-workers towards a greater search of gigs and 

earnings. This often takes the form of self-exploitation as argued by Chayanov. Such self-

exploitation involves overworking beyond the permissible body capacity. They always 

involve health hazards. 
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As for women, we find widows are earning more. Normally under patriarchy males are given 

the bread earning roles while female earnings are considered as subsidiary. However 

widowed women have themselves to stress themselves for more earning. 

 

Larger household size disincentives a gig-worker. They are all less preferable to a lower 

household size. Larger household size might exert larger pressure of familial duties that have 

a toll on the flexible time that a gig-worker might devote for larger earnings. 

 

Social asymmetry is also reflected in our findings. The earnings of the SC communities are 

significantly lower than that of the general category. Paucity of adequate data have its toll on 

the results for ST communities. As for OBCs, they are highly heterogeneous making any 

comparison nearly impossible in the context of gig-workers. Though the term is negative, it is 

not significant. 

Gig-workers in urban areas earn significantly higher than their counterpart in the rural areas. 

The possibility of creating flexible jobs are generally lower in the rural areas. 

All the zonal dummies are significant Except the South zone, earnings of gig-workers are 

low. It implies huge asymmetry between the zones. Facilities for flexible job creation are 

higher in the Southern zone as compared with others. 

If we consider the wealth groups as measured by the quantity of durable goods of a family 

(durq=Durables expenditure quintile), all higher groups are associated with higher level of 

earning. A gig-worker belonging to a higher wealth group will enjoy some facilities (spending 

ability, higher access to social capital and so on) that helps to uplift his income. 

It is seen that years of education is positively related to earnings. More education brings a 

greater capability of extracting information and finding out innovative ways to boost gigs. 

Unfortunately, however technical education has no significant impact on the earnings of the 

gig-workers. Only general degree education helps to push up their earnings. This is a very sad 

commentary on the state of our technical education. 

However all types of vocational training (voc train) aid the gig-workers to generate more 

income. They are all significant and positive. Nonetheless, hereditary training has negative 
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effect on earnings. This might be simply because the world is changing so fast that the old 

mode of job creation is no longer feasible. 

 

It appears that the government role is creating greater facilities of vocation education. It is 

important in raising income of the gig-workers. 

 

6. Conclusion 

Our analysis tries to bring out some basic features of the gig-workers. Most of the available 

works on gig-workers are qualitative or case study. We have made an attempt to cull out the 

information about the gig-workers from the PLFS surveys carried out by the NSSO under the 

auspices of the Indian Government. This would help to bring out certain light on the general 

features of gig-workers in India. Our analysis shows huge asymmetry in the earnings of gig-

workers across gender, social group, sector (urban/rural) and the states of India. Our 

information shows that the gig workers in the southern states (such as Kerala) earn more than 

twice that of the states in the Central Region (Chhattisgarh).  

Regression analysis reveals the cause of this discrepancy. This can be attributed to ability and 

resources to acquire vocational training that helps to boost income. The differences in gender, 

social groups and/or wealth hierarchies tend to reinforce such asymmetries. India is a highly 

fragmented diaspora. The earnings of gig-workers reflect this. Also is found severe self-

exploitation with over-exertion of body and mind that can lead to health hazards. 

 

The government has a crucial role to play here. Protecting the rights of the gig-workers is of 

utmost necessity. Provisions of social security measures, job security and protection from 

social abuses are all things that would certainly boost up their earnings. As our regression 

shows, vocational training is essential. The government has the responsibility to provide or 

arrange such trainings that would help to improve the welfare of the gig-workers. In June 

2022, the NITI Aayog have published a policy document regarding the welfare of the gig-

workers. This creates a ray of hope that the government is concerned about their wellbeing. 
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Appendix  

 

Regions of 

India 

States/UTs Included 

North Jammu & Kashmir, Himachal Pradesh, Punjab, Chandigarh, Uttarakhand, 

Haryana, Delhi, Ladakh 

Central Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh 

North-East Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland, Manipur, Mizoram, Tripura, 

Meghalaya, Assam 

East West Bengal, Odisha 

West Gujarat, Dadra & Nagar Haveli and Daman & Diu, Maharashtra, Goa 

South Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Puducherry, Lakshadweep, 

Andaman & Nicobar Islands, Telangana 

 


