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Abstract 

Using a sample of professional male and female tennis players from 2010-2019, this paper 

investigates the notion that holding all else equal, married men earn more than their single 

counterparts (the “male marital wage premium”), while married women earn less than their 

single counterparts (the “female marriage wage deficit”). This paper provides further evidence 

that the marital wage premium does exist and has a greater effect on married men than married 

women. The results hold that both singles and doubles male players who marry are more 

successful tennis players than those who stay single and see no changes once they are married 

relative to their single selves. The analysis differed for married female athletes; married women 

still earn more than their unmarried peers (as seen in the doubles results) but perform worse than 

when they were unmarried (as seen in the female singles results). Furthermore, the performance 

effect differed most for married players from developing countries for both male and female 

athletes. 
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Section 1: Introduction 

Average earnings, in the United States in particular, tend to be deeply influenced by 

employee identities and are inextricably linked to the health of the labor market. It has been 

shown that average earnings in the United States are divided along the lines of gender identity: 

the wage gap between male and female employees. Although there has been a substantial wage 

increase in women’s earnings relative to the past, it is unclear where the growth stems from: 

technology, access to higher education, macroeconomic effects, etc. Economists also found that 

in addition to gender identity, wages are differentiated by marital status: married men earn more 

than single men, the male marriage wage premium, and married women earn less than unmarried 

women, the female marriage wage deficit. Labor economists see the male marital wage premium 

as the result of societal expectations of marriage and the resulting division of labor in the family. 

Women are at their peak of labor market participation when they marry and societal standards of 

a woman's role in marriage have evolved, yet the disparity still exists. 

This study will examine the relationship between the marital wage premium and 

professional athletes’ performance. Specifically, I will investigate whether professional female 

(male) athletes who are married earn less (more) than their single female (male) peers. Previous 

research has focused on the origination of the male marital wage premium, skill differences 

across genders, as well as the economic mechanisms supporting gender separation of household 

work and paid work. This paper differs in that it is centered around sports data, which is 

advantageous in magnitude and accuracy compared to the broader labor market setting. The data 

obtained for this study is limited to professional individual sports - tennis - to ensure that any 

effects of employer favoritism (which may be found in team sports) are eliminated. Professional 

tennis has smallest wage gap amongst male and female professional athletes in top-tier 

tournaments, making it easier to compare tournament winnings across gender. Furthermore, all 

tournament winnings, athlete rankings, and year to date prize money, are published by the 

official association for men’s and women’s tennis. This makes the data accessible and reliable. 

Section II: Literature Review 

This study contributes to previous literature on the marital wage premium and the gender 

earnings gap. There has been extensive research on wage disparities for both single and married 

people in diverse labor market settings and in sports. It has not only been studied in the field of 

Economics, but also in Psychology, Sociology, and more. 

Two of the most researched factors that economists believe bolster the marital wage gap 

are selection effects and specialization effects. Selection effects refer to a man who earns more 

money as a more attractive candidate for marriage. Specialization effects refer to the ability to 

divide labor work and household work between partners within a marriage. Antonovics and 

Town (2004) examine the causal effects of marital status on earnings. Using data on 

monozygotic twins to control for unobserved heterogeneity, they found the implied marital wage 

premium was of similar magnitude for both cross-section and within twin-pair regressions. 

Specifically, the coefficient for within-twins regression was higher than the cross-sectional 

regression. The authors conclude that the marital wage premium does not stem from the selection 

of more productive men into marriage; rather, marriage causes men’s wages to rise. 

Juhn and McCue (2016) further investigate the earnings disparity between married and 

unmarried women, driven by the recent advancements in gender roles and technology as a whole. 

Through the use of OLS estimation of cross-sectional models for birth cohorts spanning four 
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decades, the authors find that the marriage earnings differential was reduced by almost 50% 

when adding controls for children. The differential similarly decreased with the fixed effects 

model. Their findings demonstrate that for the most recent cohort, the gap in earnings among 

married and single women with children had declined; marriage is no longer associated with 

lower earnings for women. However, the motherhood wage gap - married women with children 

compared to married women without children- exists and remains significant. 

Focusing specifically on the specialization effects within the marital wage premium, 

Hundley’s (2000) research centers on self-employed women - the group of women that has the 

largest wage gap. Hundley hypothesizes that this discrepancy stems from the reasons why men 

and women decide to enter self-employment. Through the use of national longitudinal household 

surveys, the author estimates a multinomial logistic regression to analyze employment choice 

processes of men and women. Hundley demonstrates that self-employment provides more 

flexibility for downward adjustments in intensity of (labor or household) work. Specifically, self-

employed women’s earnings were negatively impacted by marital status and family size, while 

self-employed men earnings had the opposite effects. Married women tended to increase effort in 

household work, while married men intensified their labor work. Furthermore, finding these 

results in the self-employment sector discredits the argument that the marriage premium stems 

from employer bias/favoritism. 

This study, like other labor economic research topics, has found it advantageous to use 

sports data given the abundance of data on worker productivity and salaries compared to other 

labor market settings. Gender differences among male and female athletes have been 

documented and studied, including the phenomenon of the gender wage gap. Shmanske (2000) 

analyzes the relationship between skills and earnings, and whether the wage discrepancy 

between male and female athletes is based on gender biases or male skill superiority. He 

compares the Professional Golfers’ Association (PGA) to the Ladies Professional Golfers’ 

Association (LPGA). The golf industry is advantageous because male and female tournament 

formats are similar and provide an extensive structured data set. Shnamske concluded that the 

earnings discrepancy among male and female golfers was not due to a gender bias but rather, 

considering skill statistics, it was due to women’s inferior skill levels. Furthermore, for their skill 

level, Shnamske concludes that women golfers are actually overcompensated. 

Looking at other sports, Krumer, Rosenboim, and Shapir (2016) use physical variables to 

examine if there is a gender difference in competitiveness, specifically looking at the final score 

of the set of tennis matches. The tennis industry is valuable to sports and labor economists as it is 

one of the few professional sports that has no wage gap in top tournaments amongst male and 

female professional athletes. This study differs from existing work on competitive balance and 

tightness (competitiveness) in that it controls for physical characteristics (height, body mass 

index, etc.). Krumer et al. created a regression to analyze the gender differences in the number of 

games per set. The regression was run using all the data; individually for each type of 

tournament and separately for tournaments in which the men’s prizes are larger than the 

women's. The results demonstrate that the gender variable coefficient was negative and 

significant at one percent. Krumer et al. analyzed the data within each gender in order to support 

their hypothesis that physical characteristics have an impact on the competitive balance. The 

male results demonstrate that physiological variables were statistically significant, implying that 

a match between two players would be tighter if the players were more physically fit. 

Alternatively, when Krumer et al. controlled for both physical variables, the gender variable was 

no longer statistically significant. This led to the conclusion that gender differences in tightness 
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are entirely due to differences in physical characteristics. Krumer et al attributed physical 

differences in male and female players as the most important factor in tightness difference. 

The marital wage premium has been studied in sports economics literature solely using 

team sport data, specifically baseball and basketball. Shtudiner (2015) studies whether a 

marriage premium exists among unmarried and married male workers by examining labor 

productivity. Shtudiner chooses to use data from the NBA, which consists of professional league 

basketball players in the United States, because it is easy to estimate objectively their 

performance and salary. Using a logarithmic regression model estimating the variation in player 

efficiency ratings, to take into account that efficiency can only take on positive values and to 

display the marriage effect in percentages, the author found that a marriage premium of 16.4% 

existed among all league players. The analysis demonstrated that married players were more 

efficient than unmarried players; supporting the hypothesis of a positive correlation between 

productivity and married men. Cornaglia and Feldman (2011) examine the marriage premium 

but differ their study by using data from the MLB, the professional baseball league in the United 

States. Similarly, the authors cite the value in using sports data due to the abundance of statistics 

and the ability to measure productivity. Through the use of cross-sectional logarithm wage 

regressions, Corgnaglia et al. conclude that married baseball players earn more than unmarried 

baseball players. These results were relevant for players in the top third of their team (most 

talented) and only after a contract rule change that enabled players to have more agency and be 

valued closer to their “true market price.” However, there was no positive correlation between 

productivity and married players, implying an employer bias toward married men. 

Albanesi and Olivetti (2009) found that gender incentive differences amplified the 

discrepancy in earnings. Thus, if I plan to analyze the performance of professional male and 

female athletes, it is critical that they are equally incentivized. The labor law of the United States 

instated the Equal Pay Act of 1963 that legally requires men and women in the same workplace 

to be given equal pay for equal work (EPA, n.d.). Although I cannot fully control for cultural 

gender expectations – including informal wife and mother responsibilities that may affect 

incentives– it is advantageous that all tennis Grand Slam1 tournaments provide equal tournament 

earnings for men and women. Tennis is the sport that comes closest to equal pay for men and 

women. 

Furthermore, in comparison to other team sports, the players that make up the WTA and 

ATP tours are extremely diverse, representing over 80 countries (WTA, n.d.). These 80 countries 

vary in ethnicity and religion of their population, as well as their respective education indexes, 

governmental structures, and economic statuses. Although not specific to the male marital wage 

premium, various economists have examined the implications of the gender wage gap across 

international lines (Jurajda, 2005; Blau and Kahn, 2003; Weichselbaumer and Rudolf Winter-

Ebmer, 2007). One classification method – that was established by the United Nations and is 

represented in the literature– separates all countries of the world into one of three broad 

categories: developed economies, economies in transition and developing economies (United 

Nations, 2019). The classification analysis measures a country’s development by per capita gross 

national income (GNI), a human asset index, and an economic vulnerability index. These 

threshold levels are established by the World Bank and the final list is decided upon by the 

United Nation Economic and Social Council as well as the General Assembly. As a further 

distinction among economies in transition and developing countries, the analysis included the 

 
1 The grand slams are the four most important tennis events on tour and offer the most ranking points and prize 

money (WTA, n.d.). 



8 

 

status of the exports versus imports of fuel, including coal, oil, and natural gas (United Nations, 

2019).  A country is considered a fuel exporter if the country’s fuel exports are higher than the 

country’s fuel imports by at least 20 per cent (United Nations, 2019). Given the breadth of the 

data, in addition to analyzing the marriage wage premium among married men and women, I 

plan to look at the effect that a player’s country’s economic status has on the discrepancy. 

Countries are reevaluated every year by the above-mentioned organizations and for the purpose 

of this paper, I will be using the most recent rankings published in 2019. 

This study is the first of the sports economics literature to analyze the marriage wage 

premium among married men and married women. Furthermore, this study pioneers a novel 

analysis, namely, examining the wage premium in the individual sports setting rather than the 

team sports setting. As concluded by Hundley (in the broader labor market setting) and 

Cornaglia et al. (in professional baseball), the marriage premium amongst organizationally 

employed workers may be evidence of employer bias. By using the individual sports setting, 

which can be thought of as analogous to general self-employment labor markets, this study 

eliminates the opportunity for any outsider bias (organizational or otherwise). An additional 

contribution of this study is in its assessment of the relationship between a country's economic 

status and the extent to which that affects married athletes’ performance in competitions. The 

topic of the marital wage premium continues to be of extreme relevance as the current collection 

of research is divided in its conclusions about the differing sources and relative magnitudes of 

the premium for men and women.  More so, the marriage premium remains a factor potentially 

adding to the existing unethical earnings disparity for working women. 

Section III: Data Description 

Section IIIa: Data Sources 

To examine the effect of family formation on a tennis player’s effort and earnings, I will 

create a repeated cross section of the top 200 men’s and women’s tennis players in the 2010-

2019 tournament seasons as identified by singles and doubles rankings. Data will come from the 

Association of Tennis Professionals (ATP) and the Women’s Tennis Association (WTA) 

records. The ATP World Tour, the men's professional top-tier tennis circuit, begins the first week 

of January with the ATP Cup and ends on the second to last week of November with the Davis 

Cup. All of the data regarding the ATP world tour were taken from www.atptour.com. The 

WTA, the professional tennis tour for women, begins the first week of January with the Brisbane 

International and ends in the second week of November with the Fed Cup.  Most of the data 

regarding the WTA tour were taken from www.wtatennis.com. Both associations publish weekly 

player rankings including player’s Rank, Country, Age, Number of Tournaments Played, and 

Points. Additional published player data are player’s Height, Weight (men only), YTD Prize 

Money, Career Prize Money, YTD Wins/Loss Singles, Career Wins/Loss Singles, Career High 

Rank and Associated Date. The inclusion of marital status and children differs among the two 

associations. Marital status and the date of marriage are included in male player’s personal 

biographies on the ATP’s official website, while the WTA did not include this information for 

most of their players. Marital status for men was collected directly from the ATP website using a 

software developed by Harry Weinstock (Haverford’23). The WTA’s statistician personally 

provided the marital status of 20 female players. I was able to find the remainder of marital status 

for the player’s included in the dataset using social media platforms like Facebook, Instagram, 

https://www.atptour.com/
https://www.wtatennis.com/


9 

 

Google, LinkedIn, and other websites for players living in America including: 

www.tennisforum.com2, www.theknot.com/registry3 , and https://www.whitepages.com5. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics – Female Players 

  SINGLES   DOUBLES  

 Variable  All  Married Unmarried  All  Married Unmarried 

Rank 100.5 89.7 (49.3) 101.1 (58.1) 100.5 69.51 (54.6) 102.8 (57.4) 

Ranking points 1058.1 
 

1076.6 
(1121.802) 

1057.2 
(1255.9) 

1408.6 2390.3 
(2315.8) 

1336.9 
(1551.2) 

Age 
Year turned pro 
Years of pro6 
experience 

24.36 
2004.9 

9.5 

28.5 (3.5) 
2001.1 (3.4) 

14 (3.2) 

24.2 (4.1) 
2005.1 (4.7) 

9.3 (4.1) 
 

- 
2004.3 

10.2 

- 
1999.64 (4.6) 

14.5 (4.3) 

- 
2004.6 (5.0) 

9.9 (4.4) 

Number of 
tournaments 

23.3 22.3 (5.8) 23.4 (4.5) 17.3 16.7 (5.8) 17.3 (6.54) 

Tournament 
earnings 

716591.4 849454 
(1115397) 

709319.8 
(1167274) 

498769.4 605150 
(92433.2) 

 

490224.4 
(9330) 

Eventual 
marital status 
Height7 
Developed 
economy 
Developing 
Economy 
Transitioning 
Economy 
Observations 

.10 
 

68.2 
.71 

 
.12 

 
.18 

 
2000 

.98 (.1) 
 

68.4 (2.4) 
.74 (.44) 

 
.06 (.24) 

 
.19 (.40) 

 
93                     

.06 (.2) 
 

68.2 (2.6) 
.70 (.46) 

 
.11 (.31) 

 
.18 (.39) 

 
1907 

.14 
 

68.0 
.65 

 
.162 

 
.18 

 
2000 

1 (0) 
 

67.7 (2.5) 
.76 (.43) 

 
.08 (.28) 

 
.15 (.36) 

 
136 

.08 (.3) 
 

68.0 (2.6) 
.65 (.48) 

 
.17 (.37) 

 
.18 (.39) 

 
1864 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2 An online forum dedicated for tennis players and fans. Discussion includes topics surrounding players, matches, scores, guidelines, etc.  
3 An online wedding and bridal registry platform to search for couples. 

4 An online directory with contact information including housing location and family members (spouse). 

5 An online directory with contact information including housing location and family members (spouse). 

6 Years of professional experience is the difference in the current tour year and the year a player turned pro. 

7 Player height is measured in inches. 

http://www.tennisforum.com/
http://www.theknot.com/registry
https://www.whitepages.com/
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics – Male Players 

  SINGLES   DOUBLES  

 Variable  All  Married Unmarried  All  Married Unmarried 

Rank 100.5 75.3 (51.2) 105.5 (57.7) 100.5 75.2 (56.8) 106.5 (56.4) 

Ranking points 942.3 
 

1430.7 
(2165.6) 

846.5 
(1149.9) 

1390.849 2151.7 
(2212.8) 

1211.8 
(1383.2) 

Age 
Year turned pro 
Years of pro 
experience 

26.82 
2005.8 

8.7 

30.3 (3.4) 
2002.9 (3.7) 

12.0 (3.2) 

26.1 (3.8) 
2006.4 (4.6) 

8.0 (3.8) 
 

29.2 
2004.2 

10.3 

32.2 (4.0) 
2001.7 (4.3) 

13.2 (3.9) 

28.4 (4.4) 
2004.7 (4.8) 

9.7 (4.4) 

Number of 
tournaments 

24.5 24.2 (4.6) 24.6 (4.1) 22.0 20.1 (7.7) 22.5 (7.6) 

Tournament 
earnings 

638184.4 1170983 
(2320180) 

533664.2 
(1022840) 

 391106.4 629841.6 
(1388267) 

 

335071.9 
(713531.3) 

Eventual 
marital status 
Height 
Weight8 
Developed 
economy 
Developing 
Economy 
Transitioning 
Economy 
Observations 

.3 
 

73.1 
177.3 

.71 
 

.17 
 

.12  
 

2000 

.98 (.1) 
 

73.1 (2.6) 
179.2 (17.3) 

.57 (.49) 
 

.23 (.42) 
 

.20 (.40) 
 

328                     

.17 (.4) 
 

73.1 (2.5) 
176.9 (15.6) 

.74 (.44) 
 

.15 (.36) 
 

.10 (30) 
 

1672 

.30 
 

73.3 
180.6 

.68 
 

.25 
 

.07 
 

2000 

1 (0) 
 

73.1 (2.6) 
181.9 (14.7) 

.56 (.49) 
 

.31 (.46) 
 

.13 (.33) 
 

381 

.14 (.35) 
 

73.4 (2.6) 
180.3 (15.8) 

.70 (.45) 
 

.23 (.42) 
 

.06 (.25) 
 

1619 
  

Section IIIb: WTA & ATP Ranking Explanation 

 The method in which the rankings are calculated slightly differ among the two tours. The 

WTA Rankings are dependent on a 52-week, cumulative system that uses a player's results - her 

highest ranking points - at a maximum of 16 singles tournaments and 11 doubles tournaments 

from the Grand Slams, Premier Mandatory and Premier 5 tournaments. At a minimum, players 

must earn points a minimum of 10 singles or doubles ranking points in one or more tournaments 

(WTA, n.d.). The ATP Rankings are based on a player’s total points from the Grand Slam, the 

mandatory ATP Masters 1000 tournaments and the ATP Finals of the ranking period and the 

player’s best six results from all ATP 500, ATP 250, ATP Challenge Tour and Future 

tournaments. Exceptions are made for players who did qualify for a Grand Slam or Masters main 

draw, and their results from other eligible tournaments are counted towards their ranking points 

(ATP, n.d.). 

Section IIIc: Dependent Variable Description  

 A major advantage of using professional tennis data is the accuracy and objective 

estimation of the player’s productivity during work, i.e. on tour. As described in the ranking’s 

summary of the WTA and ATP, the organizations mostly focus on the number of tournaments 

and rankings points in their analysis. Rankings points and tournament participation translate to 

the player’s final earnings. Thus, I plan on using the number of tournaments players participate 

in, their year-end ranking points, and cumulative tournament earnings as the dependent variables. 

 
8 Player weight is measured in pounds. 
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Following human capital theory and in order to reduce the impact of outliers, I will use log 

transformed tournament earnings and ranking points variables. Charts showing the tournament 

earnings distribution are included in the appendix.  

Section IV: Methodology 

This study will investigate the null hypothesis that marital status has no effect on 

tournament earnings for professional tennis players. If the provided regression analysis does not 

reject the null hypothesis, it will show no evidence of a marital wage premium amongst 

professional self-employed athletes. The alternative hypothesis is that marriage influences 

tournament earnings for professional tennis players. The extent to which marital status impacts 

earnings may vary across genders as published literature points to the prevalence of a male 

marital wage premium. 

Prior to estimating the regressions mentioned above, it is important that we define a 

model for the relationship between marriage and spousal wages. I use the same assumptions and 

methodology as Cornaglia & Feldman (2011). The first channel in which marriage impacts 

salary is through (indirect) positive causal effects on productivity: this comes from a wife 

focusing on particular actions that lead to a higher productivity in the actions of the husband. A 

common example of this is when a wife may engage more in household work (cooking, cleaning, 

childcare) in order to allow her husband to focus on labor work (his career). Direct secondary 

party influence represents the next channel through which marriage impacts wages. The most 

popular example of this is an employer’s discrimination in favor of married men. For example, in 

politics, marriage may increase a man’s stability and reliability (among other characteristics) that 

in turn make him a candidate (and better teammate). Additionally, a wife can have a positive 

impact on her husband’s popularity through public actions like participating in public or charity 

events. Similar to politicians, professional athletes have to take on numerous formal and informal 

expectations, many of which are tied to their public image. This includes actions on the part of 

their spouses. For the purpose of this paper, I will focus solely on channel one, given that the 

professional players are self-employed and less effected by employer discrimination. Direct 

influence, channel two, can be relevant for tennis players in the portion of their salary that stems 

from their endorsement deals, which is dependent on popularity and visibility through public 

image. However, I focus solely on top 200 rankings points and tournament earnings, which are 

independent of all endorsement deals. 

Section IVa: Linear Regression Model (Current Marital Status) 

As a baseline specification, in order to determine the effect of current marital status on 

(log) wages, I estimate the following regression: 

(1)   log(wage)it = β0 + β1MARit + β2Xit + εi 

Where MAR is a binary variable representing a players current marital status; i and t indicate 

person and year indexes, respectively; β1 captures the mean effect of marital status on log yearly 

wages; X includes a number of individual characteristics - age, height, weight, years of 

experience; and ε is the error term. For the purpose of this experiment, athlete wages are solely 

tournament earnings. 
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In order to determine whether current marriage has a direct effect on wages (controlling 

for productivity), I estimate the following regression: 

(2)   log(wage)it = β0 + β1MARit + β2TORit+ β3Xit + εi 

The second equation is identical to the first with the exception of including TOR. TOR is a 

variable representing productivity which will be measured by the number of tournaments a 

player has participated in during a full tournament cycle. β2 captures the mean effect of 

tournament participation on log yearly wages. 

In order to further examine a player’s productivity, I estimate the number of tournaments 

occurrences- i.e. a player’s participation in a set number of tournaments - using the following 

Poisson regression: 

(3)   z= β0 + β1MARit + β2TORit+ β3Xit + εi 

Within our dataset, the greatest tournaments participation differs by gender and by match style 

(singles versus doubles). The least number of tournaments a player participated in in the 

combined dataset is 1 and the highest number is 41. The average number of tournaments for all 

players ranges from 17-24. 

The fourth regression examines the effect of current marriage on (log) ranking points. 

This is done using a linear least squares method: 

(4)   log (RANK) it= β0 + β1MARit + β2Xit + εi 

This equation is identical to the first with respect to the independent variables. Similarly, MAR is 

a binary variable representing a player’s current marital status and β1 captures the mean effect of 

marital status on log of ranking points. The dependent variable, RANK, represents a player’s 

ranking points at the end of a full tournament cycle compared to all active players on the tour.  

In order to determine whether current marriage has a direct effect on ranking points 

(controlling for productivity), I estimate the following regression: 

 (5)   log(RANK)it= β0 + β1MARit + β2TORit+ β3Xit +  εi 

The fifth regression is identical to the fourth regression with the exception of including TOR. 

TOR is the same variable from regressions 2 and 3 that represents player productivity. β2 
captures the mean effect of tournament participation on log of ranking points. 

Section IVb: Fixed Effects Model 

To supplement the linear regressions, I estimate a fixed effects model within the panel 

dataset to examine the change in earnings for those players who do marry. The fixed effects 

model removes the time-invariant characteristics so I can analyze the net effects of marital status 

on player’s performance. Additionally, I am assuming that the time-invariant characteristics are 

not correlated among multiple tennis players. 



13 

 

In order to determine the within group fixed effect of current marriage on (log) wages, I 

estimate the following regression: 

(6)   log(wage)it= β0 + β1MARit + β2Xit + αi + εit 

Similar to the prior regressions, MAR is a binary variable representing a player’s current marital 

status; β1 captures the mean effect of marital status on log yearly wages; α represents person 

fixed effects, and ε is the error term.  

In order to determine the within group fixed effect of current marriage on wages 

(controlling for productivity), I estimate the following regression: 

(7)   log(wage)it = β0 + β1MARit + β2TORit+ β3Xit + αi + εit 

This equation is identical to the sixth regression with the exception of including TOR. TOR is a 

variable representing productivity which will be measured by the number of tournaments a 

player has participated in during a full tournament cycle. β2 captures the mean effect of 

tournament participation on log yearly wages. 

In order to further examine within group fixed effect of current marriage on a player’s 

productivity, I estimate the number of tournaments occurrences- i.e. a player’s participation in a 

set number of tournaments - using the following Poisson regression: 

(8)   z= β0 + β1MARit + β2TORit+ β3Xit + αi + εit 

The ninth regression examines within group fixed effect of current marriage on log 

ranking points: 

(9)   log(RANK)it= β0 + β1MARit + β2Xit + αi + εit 

This equation has the same independent variables as the sixth regression. The dependent 

variable, RANK, represents a player’s ranking points at the end of a full tournament cycle 

compared to all active players on the tour. This is the same dependent variable used in regression 

4 and 5. 

The last regression in the fixed effect model examines the within group fixed effect of 

current marriage on log ranking points (controlling for productivity): 

 (10)   log(RANK)it= β0 + β1MARit + β2TORit+ β3Xit + + αi + εit  

The above regression is identical to regression 9 with the exception of including TOR.  

Section IVc: Modeling the Country’s Economic Status Effects 

In addition to modeling the linear and fixed effects of current marital status, I am 

interested in understanding the implications a player’s country’s economic status has on their 

performance. I am able to estimate this by replicating the original 10 regressions and adding the 
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following independent variables: developed, developing, developed*mar, and developing*mar. 

Below are two examples of regressions with the new variables.  

 (11)   log(WAGE)it = β0 + β1MARit + β2Developed+ β3Developing+ β4Developed*Mar+ 

β5Developing*Mar +β6Xit + εit 

(12)   log(RANK)it= β0 + β1MARit + β2Developed+ β3Developing+ β4Developed*Mar+ 

β5Developing*Mar +β6Xit+ εit 

Developed is a binary variable representing a player’s country’s economic status, specifically if 

they are from a developed country or not. β2 captures the mean effect of being from a developed 

country on log yearly wages or log ranking points. Similarly, Developing is a binary variable 

representing a player’s country’s economic status, specifically if they are from a developing 

country. β3 captures the mean effect of being from a developed country on log yearly wages or 

log ranking points. The third economic classification of a country’s economic status is a 

transitioning economy and is the omitted group. The following two variables Developed*Mar 

and Developing*Mar are interaction variables of a player’s marital status and their country’s 

economic status. β4 captures the mean effect of being married from a developed country on log 

yearly wages or log ranking points in comparison to being married from a transitioning 

economy. β5 captures the mean effect of being married from a developing country on log yearly 

wages or log ranking points in comparison to a transitioning economy. 

Section IVd: Linear Regression Model (Eventual Marital Status) 

The final regression model that I run examines the effect that eventual marital status has 

on player performance. I am able to estimate this by replicating regressions 1-5 and using a 

linear regression model. The sole change to the regression is the replacement of MAR, the 

independent variable representing current marital status, with the variable MAR2, which 

represents eventual marital status. This acts as a robustness check. Though marriage represents a 

critical milestone, any long-term relationship, regardless of the formal ceremony, entails the 

trials, tribulations, and responsibilities often exclusively, and perhaps mistakenly, attributed to a 

married lifestyle. Additionally, this addresses the debate regarding the marital wage premium 

causing men’s wages to rise versus the selection of more productive men into marriage 

(Antonovics and Town, 2004) and the notion that the people who eventually marry may differ in 

terms of productivity than those who don’t marry (Shtudiner, 2015).  

(1)   log(wage)it = β0 + β1MAR2it + β2Xit + εit 

(2)   log(wage)it = β0 + β1MAR2it + β2TORit+ β3Xit + εit 

(3)   z= β0 + β1MAR2it + β2TORit+ β3Xit + εit 

(4)   log(RANK)it= β0 + β1MAR2it + β2Xit + εit 

(5)   log(RANK)it= β0 + β1MAR2it + β2TORit+ β3Xit + εit 
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Section IVe: Control Variables 

The controls used will be the same for all of the regressions, so they will be explained 

here in full.  First, a player’s age, the year they began their professional career, and their years 

playing professionally will be added to control for player quality. For male players, their weight 

and height will also be added to control for player quality. For female players, solely their height 

will be controlled for given that their weight is not provided by the WTA.  

Section V: Results 

Section Va: Male Singles Results  

The baseline regression (Eq. 1-5) results reveal that there are robust effects of male 

singles player’s marital status on performance, specifically tournament earnings and ranking 

points. The first set of regressions are presented in Table 3. Columns 1 and 2 represent the 

dependent variable of tournaments earnings with and without controlling for tournament 

participation. Columns 3 and 4 represent the dependent variable of ranking points with and 

without controlling for tournament participation. The coefficient of married1 in the first four 

columns is statistically significant at the 1% significance level. The magnitude of the coefficient 

on married1 in row 1 of column 1 is .427; married players’ tournaments earnings are 42.7 % 

higher than their unmarried peers. The magnitude is unchanged when controlling for tournament 

participation. The magnitude of the coefficient on married1 in row 1 of column 3 is .262; 

married players’ ranking points are 26.2% higher compared to their unmarried peers. There is no 

magnitude difference in the coefficient when controlling for tournament participation. Column 5 

represents the dependent variable of tournament participation; however, the results are 

statistically insignificant. The number of observations for all five regressions is 1,984 out of the 

original 2,000. This is because only 1,984 players had all the data available for their individual 

characteristics (specifically height and weight).  

Table 3: Linear Regression Model - Male Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 0.427*** 0.426*** 0.262*** 0.262*** 0.00161 

 (0.0766) (0.0769) (0.0504) (0.0505) (0.0115) 

Constant -138.1*** -141.4*** 16.43 16.13 12.07*** 

 (18.79) (19.00) (11.25) (11.35) (2.634) 

      

Observations 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 

R-squared 0.144 0.146 0.100 0.100  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 The next specification presented in Table 4 includes player fixed effects in the model to 

account for time-invariant characteristics. The player fixed effects model analyzes the portion of 
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married men in the overall dataset and compares their performance before and after they are 

married. This table includes the same dependent and independent variables as Table 3. The 

coefficient of married1 in row 1 of all five columns are statistically insignificant and of negative 

magnitude. Thus, it does not appear that a player’s performance is affected after they are 

married. Together with the previous results of Table 3, these results imply that the male players 

who marry are just more successful tennis players than those who stay single.  

 

 

 

Table 4: Fixed Effects Model – Male Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 -0.143 -0.112 -0.111 -0.0923 -0.0190 

 (0.114) (0.0989) (0.0703) (0.0600) (0.0232) 

Constant -534.2*** -204.7*** -255.9*** -56.97*  

 (47.45) (50.09) (29.62) (30.21)  

      

Observations 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,890 

R-squared 0.179 0.309 0.009 0.143  

Number of name2 468 468 468 468 368 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Table 5 introduces the baseline regressions with the additional independent variables: 

developed, developed*mar, developing, and developing*mar. The results corroborate that there 

are robust effects of player’s marital status on performance, specifically tournament earnings and 

ranking points. Columns 1 and 2 represent the dependent variable of tournaments earnings with 

and without controlling for tournament participation. Columns 2 and 4 represent the dependent 

variable of ranking points with and without controlling for tournament participation. Column 5 

represents the dependent variable of tournament participation. The coefficient of married1 in the 

first four columns (row 5) is statistically significant at the 5% significance level, implying that 

married individuals from transitioning economies earn higher earnings (roughly 52% higher) and 

higher ranking points (roughly 33 % higher) than their unmarried peers. The interaction terms 

between married and developing and developed are insignificant for the earnings equations 

implying that the positive effect of marriage on earnings applies to players from these countries 

as well. The only interaction terms that are significant at the 10% level are the interactions 

between married and developing in the ranking’s equations. These negative coefficients imply 

that the positive effects of marriage on rankings for players in developed and transitioning 

economies are greater than for players from developing economies. Overall, the main takeaway 

from the current linear regression model is that regardless of a country’s economic status, 

married players perform better than unmarried players. 
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Table 5: Linear Regression Model w/ Country Economic Status - Male Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. developed 0.121 0.126 0.0429 0.0433 -0.0140 

 (0.111) (0.112) (0.0567) (0.0568) (0.0124) 

2. developing -0.241* -0.227* -0.0774 -0.0762 -0.0417*** 

 (0.127) (0.127) (0.0625) (0.0631) (0.0151) 

3. developed*mar 0.0144 0.0261 0.00815 0.00923 -0.0364 

 (0.230) (0.232) (0.148) (0.149) (0.0279) 

4. developing*mar -0.254 -0.263 -0.260* -0.261* 0.0291 

 (0.251) (0.252) (0.151) (0.151) (0.0334) 

5. married1 0.527** 0.522** 0.335** 0.335** 0.0152 

 (0.215) (0.216) (0.135) (0.135) (0.0239) 

Constant -136.1*** -139.3*** 16.94 16.64 12.19*** 

 (18.66) (18.87) (11.21) (11.31) (2.623) 

      

Observations 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 

R-squared 0.159 0.161 0.110 0.110  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The next specification presented in Table 6 includes player fixed effects with the 

additional independent variables: developed, developed*mar, developing, and developing*mar. 

The results are comparable to Table 4; the coefficient of married1 in all five columns are 

statistically insignificant and of negative magnitude, as are all the coefficients on the interaction 

terms. Overall, I cannot conclude that a player’s performance is affected after they are married, 

regardless of the economic status of their country of origin. 
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Table 6: Fixed Effects Model w/ Country Economic Status – Male Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 0.0616 0.0181 -0.00517 -0.0313 0.0177 

 (0.320) (0.328) (0.200) (0.205) (0.0586) 

2. developed 0.00134 0.0934 -0.0507 0.00483 -0.0420 

 (0.287) (0.239) (0.166) (0.142) (0.0557) 

3. developing -0.355 -0.400 -0.229 -0.256 0.0325 

 (0.371) (0.343) (0.203) (0.186) (0.0729) 

4. developed*mar -0.254 -0.160 -0.134 -0.0779 -0.0454 

 (0.334) (0.337) (0.210) (0.213) (0.0619) 

5. developing*mar -0.164 -0.112 -0.0753 -0.0435 -0.0236 

 (0.352) (0.339) (0.217) (0.211) (0.0729) 

Constant -518.0*** -184.5*** -246.0*** -45.09  

 (48.25) (49.92) (30.15) (30.52)  

      

Observations 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,884 

R-squared 0.183 0.314 0.012 0.146  

Number of name2 468 468 468 468 365 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Section Vc: Female Singles Results 

Table 7 reintroduces Table 3’s linear regression model on female singles players. 

Columns 1 and 2 represent the dependent variable of tournaments earnings with and without 

controlling for tournament participation. Columns 3 and 4 represent the dependent variable of 

ranking points with and without controlling for tournament participation. The coefficient of 

married1 in row 1 of all five columns are statistically insignificant and of negative magnitude. 

Thus, the results imply that earnings of married women are no different from earnings of 

unmarried women. The number of observations differs for the tournament earnings regressions 

and the ranking points and tournament participation regressions. For the first two regression, 

columns 1 and 2, the number of observations is 1,532 out of the original 2,000 because only 

1,532 players had their tournament earnings data published. Additionally, for the remaining three 

regressions, columns 3,4, and 5, the number of observations is 1,955 out of the original 2,000 

because only 1,955 players had their height information available. 
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Table 7: Linear Regression Model – Female Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 -0.0335 -0.0484 -0.106 -0.113 -0.0170 

 (0.110) (0.108) (0.0767) (0.0766) (0.0276) 

Constant 88.36*** 90.01*** 32.16*** 35.22*** 9.462*** 

 (19.10) (18.70) (11.88) (11.76) (3.164) 

      

Observations 1,532 1,532 1,955 1,955 1,955 

R-squared 0.141 0.159 0.083 0.095  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The next specification presented in Table 8 reintroduces Table 4’s player fixed effects on 

female singles players. Similarly, this model analyzes the portion of married women in the 

overall dataset and compares their performance before and after they are married. This table 

includes the same dependent and independent variables as Table 7. The coefficient of married1 

in row 1 of all five columns are statistically insignificant and of negative magnitude. While there 

is no clear evidence that performance is affected by marriage, these negative coefficients are 

relatively large and the lack of significance may be the result of the small number of women who 

marry. With the previous analysis of Table 7, this suggests that while married women do not 

differ in performance compared to unmarried women, they may have lower earnings and perform 

worse after marriage relative to their single selves, but the results are statistically insignificant.  

 

Table 8: Fixed Effects Model – Female Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 -0.301 -0.261 -0.227 -0.196 -0.0390 

 (0.188) (0.183) (0.149) (0.143) (0.0392) 

Constant 30.68*** 28.62*** 43.45*** 41.63***  

 (0.695) (0.844) (0.457) (0.595)  

      

Observations 1,532 1,532 1,955 1,955 1,874 

R-squared 0.077 0.119 0.013 0.064  

Number of name2 402 402 482 482 387 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 9 reintroduces Table 7’s linear regression model with the additional independent 

variables: developed, developed*mar, developing, and developing*mar. These are the first 

results from the female models that show moderate effects of marital status on player’s 

performance. In line with Table 7, the coefficient of married1 in row 1 of columns 1, 2, 4, and 5 
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is statistically insignificant. However, the coefficient of married1 in row 1 of column 3 is 

statistically significant at the 10% significance level, implying that married individuals from 

transitioning economies have lower ranking points (roughly 23% lower) than their unmarried 

peers. The relatively large positive coefficient on developed*mar (row 4, column 3) implies that 

the effects of marriage on ranking points for players in developed economies are not negative, 

but both interactions (rows 4 and 5, column 3) with developed and developing are insignificant. 

The interaction terms between married and developing and developed are also insignificant for 

all earnings equations, implying that there is no effect of marriage on earning of players 

regardless of their country’s economic status. Overall, the main takeaway from the current linear 

regression model is that only players from transitioning economies have lower ranking points 

than their unmarried counterparts.  

 

Table 9: Linear Regression Model w/ Country Economic Status - Female Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 -0.268 -0.166 -0.227* -0.188 0.0898 

 (0.200) (0.207) (0.117) (0.124) (0.0593) 

2. developed 0.0383 0.0805 0.0225 0.0404 0.0417*** 

 (0.0770) (0.0778) (0.0465) (0.0467) (0.0120) 

3. developing -0.480*** -0.435*** -0.277*** -0.268*** 0.0216 

 (0.101) (0.102) (0.0577) (0.0580) (0.0171) 

4. developed*mar 0.232 0.0887 0.116 0.0605 -0.132* 

 (0.232) (0.236) (0.146) (0.151) (0.0676) 

5. developing*mar 0.643 0.492 0.311 0.253 -0.137* 

 (0.442) (0.464) (0.222) (0.237) (0.0710) 

Constant 86.44*** 88.33*** 32.14*** 35.43*** 9.744*** 

 (19.11) (18.73) (11.84) (11.72) (3.167) 

      

Observations 1,532 1,532 1,955 1,955 1,955 

R-squared 0.158 0.175 0.097 0.109  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 10 reintroduces Table 8’s fixed effects model with the additional independent 

variables: developed, developed*mar, developing, and developing*mar. The results are in line 

with Table 9; player’s marital status has moderate effects on the ranking points regressions. The 

coefficient of married1 in row 1 of columns 1, 2, and 5 is statistically insignificant. However, the 

coefficient of married1 in row 1 of column 3 is statistically significant at the 5% significance 

level, implying that individuals from transitioning economies see a fall in ranking points 

(roughly 40%) once they marry and have lower ranking points (roughly 49% lower) after they 

are married in comparison to their unmarried peers. The magnitude increases when controlling 

for tournament participation to roughly 56%. Additionally, it is important to note the statistically 

significant and positive coefficients on the interaction term between married and developing for 

tournament earnings and ranking points regressions. In comparing the coefficients for columns 3 



21 

 

and 4, women from developing economies see an increase in ranking points by roughly 36% 

(row 4) after they are married. Putting these results together, presents the narrative that female 

players who marry are not necessarily less successful tennis players than those who stay single. 

Rather, once they are married, they see a performance drop - in ranking points- with the 

exception of women from developing economies.  

 

 

Table 10: Fixed Effects Model w/ Country Economic Status – Female Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 -0.525 -0.666 -0.491** -0.564** 0.0922 

 (0.417) (0.433) (0.226) (0.224) (0.0898) 

2. developed -0.346 -0.206 -0.0978 -0.0282 -0.0803 

 (0.443) (0.435) (0.202) (0.204) (0.0741) 

3. developed*mar 0.232 0.460 0.292 0.427 -0.172* 

 (0.469) (0.483) (0.291) (0.285) (0.0988) 

4. developing*mar 1.199*** 1.169*** 0.856*** 0.816*** 0.0569 

 (0.418) (0.427) (0.224) (0.219) (0.210) 

Constant 30.96*** 28.79*** 43.55*** 41.66***  

 (0.742) (0.902) (0.491) (0.631)  

      

Observations 1,532 1,532 1,955 1,955 1,874 

R-squared 0.079 0.121 0.015 0.067  

Number of name2 402 402 482 482 387 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Section VI: Robustness Analysis 

Section VIa: Male Singles- Eventual Marital Status 

The other way that I observe the impact of marital status on player’s performance is by 

substituting eventual marital status for current marital status in the original linear regression 

demonstrated in Table 3. In the panel data set, eventual marital status represents that a player will 

eventually be married within the time period (2010-2019) but is not necessarily married in the 

current (time variable) year. Mirroring the results of the linear regression model with married1, 

the results demonstrate the effect of player’s eventual marital status on both tournament earnings 

and ranking points.  The coefficient of married2 in row 1 of the first four columns is statistically 

significant at the 1% significance level. The magnitude of the coefficient on married2 in column 

1 is 0.702; players who are eventually married gross 70% higher tournament earnings than their 

unmarried peers. The magnitude remains unchanged when controlling for tournament 

participation. The magnitude of the coefficient on married2 in row 1 of column 3 is 0.443; 

players who are eventually married earn 44.3% higher ranking points compared to their 

unmarried peers. There is no magnitude difference in the coefficient when controlling for 

tournament participation. Column 5 represents the dependent variable of tournament 
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participation; however, the results are statistically insignificant. These findings are consistent 

(and are even of greater magnitude) with the results of both the original linear regression model 

and the linear regression with country economic status. 

 

 

Table 11: Eventual Marital Status Linear Regression Model – Male Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married2 0.702*** 0.699*** 0.443*** 0.443*** 0.0104 

 (0.0605) (0.0608) (0.0384) (0.0384) (0.00877) 

Constant -174.8*** -177.5*** -6.684 -6.684 11.57*** 

 (18.44) (18.56) (10.85) (10.85) (2.694) 

      

Observations 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 1,984 

R-squared 0.187 0.189 0.152 0.152  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Section VIb: Female Singles – Eventual Marital Status 

 

While I see a negative effect of marital status on player performance in the baseline 

regression with current marital status (married1), Table 12 demonstrates the opposite results. 

The linear regression model results with married2 reveal that there are significant effects of 

female singles player’s marital status on performance, both tournament earnings and ranking 

points. The magnitude of the coefficient on married2 in row 1 of column 1 is .325; players who 

are eventually married have 32.5 % higher tournament earnings than their unmarried peers. The 

magnitude decreases solely by one percent (row 1, column 1) when controlling for tournament 

participation. The magnitude of the coefficient on married2 in row 1 of column 3 is .179; players 

who are eventually married have higher ranking points (17.9% higher) compared to their 

unmarried peers. The above results are statistically significant at the 1% level. These results 

imply that the eventually married earn more and are ranked higher than the never married before 

they marry since this positive coefficient is in direct opposition to the insignificant coefficients 

when these same individuals are married.  
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Table 12: Eventual Marital Status Linear Regression Model – Female Singles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married2 0.325*** 0.309*** 0.179*** 0.179*** -0.0152 

 (0.0864) (0.0847) (0.0626) (0.0626) (0.0172) 

Constant 81.33*** 83.36*** 29.01** 29.01** 9.802*** 

 (18.94) (18.58) (11.83) (11.83) (3.182) 

      

Observations 1,532 1,532 1,955 1,955 1,955 

R-squared 0.148 0.165 0.087 0.087  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Section VIc: Male Doubles Results 

To even further understand the effect of marital status on player performance, I ran the 

original regressions on male doubles players. In relating the summary statistics of the two 

datasets, male doubles players are on average 3 years older than singles players and have a 

slightly larger married population (381 vs. 328); this is advantageous as it provides more 

information to analyze. The coefficient of married1 in row 1 of all columns is statistically 

significant at the 1% significance level. The magnitude of the coefficient on married1 in row 1 of 

column 1 is 1.137; married players’ tournaments earnings are 113.7 % higher than their 

unmarried peers. This magnitude slightly decreases when controlling for tournament 

participation but still shows a robust positive effect (row 1, column 2). Unlike the previous linear 

regression models, the magnitude of the coefficient on married1 in row 1 of columns 3 and 4 is 

negative. The magnitude of the coefficient on married1 in row 1 of column 3 is -.280; married 

players’ ranking points are 28% lower compared to their unmarried peers. This magnitude 

slightly increases when controlling for tournament participation but still shows a significant 

negative effect (row 1, column 4). These results keep to the trend of the Poisson regression, 

demonstrated in row 1 of column 5. This coefficient on married1 demonstrates that players who 

are married are participating in fewer tournaments than their unmarried peers. Overall, even 

though married players are engaging in fewer tournaments and thus, having lower ranking 

points, they are still enjoying substantially higher tournament earnings compared to their 

unmarried peers. 

For the first two regression, columns 1 and 2, the number of observations is 1,806 out of 

the original 2,000 because only 1,806 players had their tournament earnings data published. 

Additionally, for the remaining three regression, columns 3, 4, and 5, the number of observations 

is 1,924 out of the original 2,000 because only 1,924 players had both their height and weight 

information available. 
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Table 13: Linear Regression Model - Male Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 1.137*** 0.785*** -0.280*** -0.381*** -0.162*** 

 (0.101) (0.0976) (0.0627) (0.0603) (0.0216) 

Constant -96.84*** -151.9*** -39.68*** -51.26*** -16.09*** 

 (31.20) (28.71) (14.33) (14.00) (5.733) 

      

Observations 1,806 1,806 1,924 1,924 1,924 

R-squared 0.101 0.267 0.183 0.233  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The next specification presented in Table 14 resembles Table 4; it includes player fixed 

effects in the model to account for time-invariant characteristics. The coefficients of married1 in 

row 1 of all five columns are statistically insignificant and of negative magnitude. Thus, it does 

not appear that a player’s performance is affected after they are married. Together with the 

previous results of Table 13 and Tables 3-6, these results imply that the male players who marry 

are just more successful tennis players than those who stay single.  

 

 

Table 14: Fixed Effects Model – Male Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 0.118 0.130 -0.0835 -0.0951 -0.0216 

 (0.154) (0.148) (0.139) (0.129) (0.0296) 

Constant -23.73 -16.35 30.99** 22.10  

 (30.80) (32.72) (12.03) (15.42)  

      

Observations 1,806 1,806 1,924 1,924 1,840 

R-squared 0.104 0.142 0.008 0.101  

Number of name2 482 482 495 495 372 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Table 15 reintroduces the linear regression model with the economic status independent 

variables. The results corroborate that there are robust effects of player’s marital status on 

performance. The coefficient of married1 in all five columns (row 5) is statistically significant at 

the 1% significance level. The coefficient for married1 in row 5 of column 1 and 2 suggests that 

married individuals from transitioning economies earn higher earnings (roughly 157% and 

122%) than their unmarried peers. The interaction terms (rows 3 and 4) for the earnings 
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equations imply that the positive effect of marriage is smaller for married players from 

developing and developed countries. Nevertheless, these results follow the earlier trends and 

players maintain higher tournament earnings compared to their unmarried peers. The coefficient 

for married1 in row 5 of column 3 and 4 suggests that married individuals from transitioning 

economies earn lower ranking points (roughly 48% and 58%) compared to their unmarried peers. 

The interaction terms (rows 3 and 4) for the ranking’s equations imply that the negative effect of 

marriage is smaller for married players from developing and developed countries. The 

coefficient for married1 in row 5 of column 5 suggests that married individuals from 

transitioning economies participate in less tournaments (roughly 19%) compared to their 

unmarried peers. Once again, the interaction terms (rows 3 and 4) imply that the negative effect 

of marriage is smaller for married players from developing and developed countries; they are 

participating in more tournaments compared to married transitioning players.  

The results of this regression mirror the general baseline regression results for men’s 

singles and more specifically the linear regression model for men’s doubles. Even though the 

married players are engaging in less tournaments and thus, have lower ranking points, they are 

still enjoying substantially higher tournament earnings compared to their unmarried peers, 

regardless of their countries’ economic statuses. 

 

Table 15: Linear Regression Model w/ Country Economic Status – Male Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. developed 0.126 0.294 -0.365*** -0.315*** 0.0843** 

 (0.215) (0.188) (0.0557) (0.0559) (0.0348) 

2. developing -0.311 -0.0243 -0.365*** -0.288*** 0.126*** 

 (0.223) (0.198) (0.0664) (0.0662) (0.0368) 

3. developed*mar -0.541* -0.555* 0.164 0.163 0.0204 

 (0.315) (0.297) (0.169) (0.156) (0.0652) 

4. developing*mar -0.329 -0.264 0.266 0.278* 0.0465 

 (0.323) (0.308) (0.177) (0.165) (0.0679) 

5. married1 1.570*** 1.216*** -0.482*** -0.583*** -0.186*** 

 (0.297) (0.279) (0.145) (0.134) (0.0588) 

Constant -102.2*** -154.2*** -40.61*** -51.47*** -15.14*** 

 (31.13) (28.66) (14.32) (14.00) (5.732) 

      

Observations 1,806 1,806 1,924 1,924 1,924 

R-squared 0.110 0.272 0.191 0.239  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 16 reintroduces the fixed effects regression model with the economic status 

independent variables. One can observe that the coefficient of married1 in row 1 of all five 

columns is statistically insignificant and of negative magnitude. However, the interaction term 

between married and developing in the ranking’s equations are significant (row 5, columns 3 and 

4). Players from developing countries earn fewer ranking points after they are married, in 
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comparison to married players from transitioning economies. Apart from the developing players, 

these results bolster the original fixed effects outcome: that a player’s performance is not 

affected after they are married. 

 

Table 16: Fixed Effects Model w/ Country Economic Status - Male Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 -0.190 -0.185 0.227 0.234 -0.0143 

 (0.284) (0.246) (0.238) (0.153) (0.153) 

2. developed -0.651 -0.775 0.0260 0.197 0.155 

 (0.643) (0.698) (0.118) (0.121) (0.120) 

3. developing -0.501 -1.030 0.237 0.901*** 0.555*** 

 (0.766) (0.748) (0.273) (0.189) (0.138) 

4. developed*mar 0.201 0.215 -0.181 -0.207 -0.0174 

 (0.337) (0.297) (0.288) (0.205) (0.157) 

5. developing*mar 0.554 0.546 -0.595* -0.597** 0.0135 

 (0.376) (0.340) (0.308) (0.252) (0.159) 

Constant -22.11 -14.30 29.94*** 20.44  

 (31.17) (33.00) (11.39) (14.99)  

      

Observations 1,806 1,806 1,924 1,924 1,793 

R-squared 0.108 0.147 0.013 0.111  

Number of name2 482 482 495 495 356 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 The final step in this robustness analysis, I once again replicate the original linear 

regression model and replace current marital status (married1) with eventual marital status 

(married2). Paralleling the outcomes of the doubles linear regression model with married1, the 

results demonstrate the substantial effect a player’s marital status has on both tournament 

earnings and ranking points.  The coefficient of married2 in row 1 of all five columns is 

statistically significant at the 1% significance level. The magnitude of the coefficient on 

married2 in column 1 is 1.473; players who are eventually married gross 147% higher 

tournament earnings than their unmarried peers. The magnitude continues to have a positive 

effect when controlling for tournament participation. The magnitude of the coefficient on 

married2 in row 1 of column 3 is -0.250; players who are eventually married earn 25% lower 

ranking points compared to their unmarried peers. There is no magnitude difference in the 

coefficient when controlling for tournament participation. Finally, players who are eventually 

married partake in 20% (row 1, column 5) less tournaments compared to their unmarried peers. 

Putting all of these results together presents the narrative that like male singles players, the more 

successful doubles players, at least in terms of earnings, are getting married.  
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Table 17: Eventual Marital Status Linear Regression Model - Male Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married2 1.473*** 1.073*** -0.250*** -0.250*** -0.204*** 

 (0.0908) (0.0864) (0.0472) (0.0472) (0.0179) 

Constant -170.2*** -200.5*** -28.13** -28.13** -7.533 

 (31.27) (28.70) (14.28) (14.28) (5.678) 

      

Observations 1,806 1,806 1,924 1,924 1,924 

R-squared 0.170 0.303 0.185 0.185  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Section VId: Female Doubles Results 

The final analysis I do to supplement my baseline results is to repeat all the regression 

models (linear regression, fixed effects model, eventual marital status) on female doubles 

players. In comparing the summary statistics of the two datasets, female doubles players on 

average have more experience playing on tour and have a slightly larger married population (136 

vs. 93). Unlike the previous linear regression models for female singles players, the magnitude of 

the coefficients on married1 is positive. The coefficient of married1 in row 1 of column 2 is 

statistically significant at the 10% significance level, while the coefficient of married1 in row 1 

of columns 3 and 4 is statistically significant at the 1% significance level The magnitude of the 

coefficient on married1 in row 1 of column 2 is .205; married players’ tournaments earnings are 

21% higher than their unmarried peers when controlling for tournament participation. This 

moderate effect is also seen on the ranking points regressions; The magnitude of the coefficient 

on married1 in row 1 of column 3 is .253; married players’ ranking points are 25% higher than 

to their unmarried peers. This magnitude remains mostly unchanged when controlling for 

tournament participation. Overall, married players are getting slightly higher tournament 

earnings and ranking points compared to their unmarried peers. 

For the first two regressions, columns 1 and 2, the number of observations is 1,324 out of 

the original 2,000 because only 1,324 players had their tournament earnings data published. 

Additionally, for the remaining three regressions, columns 3,4, and 5, the number of observations 

is 1,762 out of the original 2,000 because only 1,762 players had their height information 

available. 
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Table 18: Linear Regression Model – Female Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 0.161 0.205* 0.253*** 0.263*** -0.0171 

 (0.116) (0.114) (0.0868) (0.0806) (0.0333) 

Constant 196.9*** 168.5*** 37.70*** 35.42*** 5.731 

 (23.76) (21.69) (13.56) (13.15) (6.738) 

      

Observations 1,324 1,324 1,762 1,762 1,762 

R-squared 0.071 0.221 0.102 0.175  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The next specification presented in Table 19 resembles Table 8; it includes player fixed 

effects in the model to account for time-invariant characteristics. The coefficient of married1 in 

row 1 of all five columns are statistically insignificant and of positive magnitudes. Thus, it does 

not appear that a player’s performance is affected after they are married.  

 

Table 19: Fixed Effects Model - Female Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 0.206 0.177 0.0302 0.0234 0.00218 

 (0.186) (0.188) (0.154) (0.132) (0.0467) 

Constant 561.7** 582.9*** -280.3** -232.2  

 (237.2) (208.1) (137.1) (166.6)  

      

Observations 1,324 1,324 1,762 1,762 1,839 

R-squared 0.025 0.035 0.018 0.232  

Number of name2 373 373 450 450 414 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 20 reintroduces the linear regression model with the economic status independent 

variables. The coefficient of married1 in all five columns (row 1) is statistically insignificant. 

However, it is interesting to note that the interaction variable developing*mar is statistically 

significant at the 1% significance level for both tournament earnings and ranking points 

regressions; in comparison to their peers from transitioning economies, married players from 

developing countries gross higher tournament earnings (row 5, columns 1 and 2). The results 

from this regression imply that the results from Table 18 were driven mostly by married players 

from developing countries.  
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Table 20: Linear Regression Model w/ Country Economic Status - Female Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1.married1 -0.0604 -0.136 -0.263 -0.227 -0.0647 

 (0.317) (0.298) (0.187) (0.186) (0.0687) 

2. developed 0.139 0.132 -0.0422 -0.0521 0.0179 

 (0.0979) (0.0893) (0.0505) (0.0495) (0.0253) 

3. developing -0.323** -0.169 -0.0310 -0.0993 0.114*** 

 (0.133) (0.126) (0.0695) (0.0682) (0.0301) 

4. developed*mar 0.140 0.295 0.554*** 0.517** 0.0664 

 (0.330) (0.311) (0.205) (0.201) (0.0767) 

5. developing*mar 1.277*** 1.454*** 1.269*** 1.234*** 0.0628 

 (0.368) (0.368) (0.409) (0.364) (0.125) 

Constant 193.8*** 166.2*** 35.80*** 34.16*** 4.617 

 (23.82) (21.82) (13.64) (13.19) (6.736) 

      

Observations 1,324 1,324 1,761 1,761 1,761 

R-squared 0.086 0.231 0.111 0.184  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

I once again analyze the fixed effects regression model with the economic status 

independent variables. A result unique to this dataset is seen in Table 21, specifically the values 

of developing and the interaction term between married and developing are missing (row 3, 

column 1 and 2). I believe that these values are missing because there are no women’s doubles 

players from developing countries that I can observe before and after marriage. Furthermore, 

coefficient of married1 in row 1 of the first two columns is statistically significant; players from 

transitioning countries gross higher tournament earnings after they are married. This effect is 

smaller for married women from developed countries but still positive. Apart from the 

tournament earnings, the coefficient of married1 for the remainder of regressions is insignificant. 
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Table 21: Fixed Effects Model w/ Country Economic Status - Female Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married1 0.296** 0.267** 0.166 0.0888 0.0629 

 (0.130) (0.130) (0.190) (0.206) (0.0897) 

2. developed -0.167 -0.184 0.0933 0.0558 0.00403 

 (0.161) (0.133) (0.192) (0.150) (0.0981) 

3. developing   0.304 0.182 0.0404 

   (0.200) (0.159) (0.242) 

4. developed*mar -0.122 -0.122 -0.184 -0.0883 -0.0904 

 (0.260) (0.264) (0.260) (0.262) (0.100) 

Constant 561.8** 583.1*** -280.0** -232.1  

 (237.4) (208.2) (137.1) (166.7)  

      

Observations 1,324 1,324 1,761 1,761 1,837 

R-squared 0.026 0.035 0.019 0.232  

Number of name2 373 373 449 449 413 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

I lastly evaluate the role that marriage has on a player’s performance by reintroducing the 

variable of eventual marital status (married2) into the original linear regression model. Matching 

the analysis of the doubles linear regression model with married1, the results demonstrate the 

moderate effect a player’s marital status has on both tournament earnings and ranking points.   

The coefficient of married2 in row 1 of the first four columns is statistically significant at the 1% 

significance level. The magnitude of the coefficient on married2 in column 1 is .365; players 

who are eventually married gross 37% higher tournament earnings than their peers who never 

marry. The magnitude continues to have a positive effect when controlling for tournament 

participation. The magnitude of the coefficient on married2 in row 1 of column 3 is .228; players 

who are eventually married earn 23% higher ranking points compared to peers who never marry. 

There is no magnitude difference in the coefficient when controlling for tournament 

participation.  
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Table 22: Eventual Marital Status Linear Regression Model - Female Doubles 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES lnearn lnearn lnrank lnrank trn 

      

1. married2 0.365*** 0.332*** 0.228*** 0.228*** -0.0306 

 (0.0966) (0.0891) (0.0612) (0.0612) (0.0282) 

Constant 189.7*** 163.0*** 34.33** 34.33** 6.485 

 (23.72) (21.79) (13.68) (13.68) (6.765) 

      

Observations 1,324 1,324 1,761 1,761 1,761 

R-squared 0.079 0.227 0.105 0.105  

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Section VII: Conclusion and Future Research 

 The existing literature remains inconclusive about whether the male marital wage 

premium continues to exist and what factors contribute to it. In this study, I focus on deriving the 

cause of the male marital wage premium by examining the effect of marriage on work 

performance in a sample of professional male and female tennis players.  The main contribution 

of this work stems from comparing different genders of married and unmarried peers in the same 

professional role. Furthermore, tennis is an individual sport that prevents employer 

discrimination and is the professional sport that comes closest to equal pay for both genders 

which eliminates some incentive differences. The final analysis was performed using data from 

WTA & ATP athletes, whose income and productivity data were publicly available. This paper 

provides further evidence that the male marital wage premium does exist and has a greater effect 

on married men than married women. 

 Married male singles and doubles players grossed substantially higher tournament 

earnings compared to their unmarried counterparts. Furthermore, the models that examined the 

change in earnings for those players who do marry found no statistically significant results. This 

narrative is also supported by the findings that singles and doubles players who eventually marry 

reap the benefits relative to those who never marry. The model of productivity analysis – 

tournament participation – had a small positive effect but was statistically insignificant for male 

players. These findings suggest that male athletes who marry are inherently more successful 

tennis players (workers) than those who stay single and thus, the male marital wage premium 

stems from the selection effect. 

 The results are not as conclusive for female singles and doubles players. The model of 

productivity analysis – tournament participation – was statistically insignificant for both female 

singles and doubles players. In exploring the mechanism by which marriage directly affects 

wages and rankings, married female singles players grossed less than their peers but the results 

were not statistically significant.  In the analysis focused solely on married women, married 

singles players performed much better before marriage relative to their unmarried peers and 

better relative to their married selves although this latter effect is just short of statistical 

significance. I believe that this is the case because of the small sample size of married women 

and that these results are telling of a negative performance impact. This narrative differed for the 
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married players who play doubles. In the model examining married versus unmarried women and 

the change in earnings and ranking points, I found that married women perform better. In the 

analysis focused solely on married women, there were no statistically significant performance 

differences from when they were single. Additionally, for both singles and doubles athletes, the 

women who are going to eventually marry - but are not married in the current working year- 

have better performance metrics than those who remain single. Thus, there is mixed evidence 

that supports the notion that married women still earn more than their unmarried peers (as seen in 

the doubles results) but perform worse than when they were unmarried (as seen in the female 

singles results). 

 Another contribution of this study is the inclusion of the player’s country’s economic 

status. Of the three categories, married players from developing countries have the most outlying 

effects in comparison to the other two economic statuses. For all male players, married players 

from developing economies performed significantly worse than married players from developed 

and transitioning economies. Alternatively, both doubles and singles female married players 

from developing countries performed significantly better than their married peers from 

developed and transitioning economies. This is a noteworthy contrast and highlights that the 

effect of marital status on athlete performance differs by gender and country economic statuses. 

This information can be applied to labor markets in transitioning economies, global 

organizations who have employees from diverse backgrounds, or countries like the U.S. that 

have a large immigrant population. 

 While my conclusions of marital effects are robust, it is important to consider limitations. 

The WTA did not publish the marital status for most female players and thus, I had to manually 

search for the data myself. While I was thorough in my process, it is possible that information 

available online for lower ranked players from smaller countries was inaccurate. Additionally, 

Juhn and McCue found that the wage differential did not stem from a woman’s marital status but 

from her motherhood, i.e., if she has children. I did not include player’s (number of) children in 

the data because this was also information the WTA does not publish, and information outside of 

the organization was scarce. Moreover, very few female athletes who have children compete on 

tour, which may be demonstrative of the motherhood gap and players forgoing giving birth – or 

adopting a child – as a financial decision. Given Juhn and McCue’s research and the greater 

impact of childbearing on the female partner, I am curious why the ATP, a male organization, 

collects player’s spousal and children status but the WTA, a female organization, does not. Other 

important factors that can be considered are professionals who are divorced or who are not 

married but have children. 

Furthermore, professional athletes comprise a very small portion of the greater labor 

market and it is reasonable to question the generalizability of the study’s data. Corneglia and 

Feldman cite their study of professional athletes in providing insight to demanding professions 

like high level executives, politicians, and CEOs, whose productivity is harder to measure. The 

above occupations also align with professional athlete lifestyles: long hours (of practice), 

significant competition, a lot of traveling, and publicity. Given these routines, their significant 

others also face similar hardships like the spouse’s ability to work, raising and spending time 

with children, etc.  
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 Overall, this study is supplemental research in further understanding the male marital 

wage premium and the gender wage gap. I hope that further research can bolster these findings 

by investigating the current data set with player’s children, comparing panel data from before 

and after Grand Slam’s instated equal pay, or additional individual sports like golf or squash. 
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Section X: Appendix 

Figure 1-4: Distribution of Tournament Earnings 
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