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Abstract  Over the last two decades the distribution of labor productivity across provinces in

China has been gradually transformed from a uni-modal into a bimodal distribution so' twin-

peak” of two-club” convergence has emerged. Based on data envelope approach we decompose

labor productivity growth of the provinces into components attributable to technological change

technological catch-up physical capital and human capital accumulation. We analyze the evolution

of the cross-province distribution of labor productivity in terms of the quadripartite decomposition

finding that physical capital is the primary driving force for both growth and’ twin-peak” conver-

gence.
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