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MINERAL SYSTEM INVOLVING DIAMOND
LAWRENCE M. BARRON§
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ABSTRACT
A linear model of internal pressure for the host–inclusion system has been developed for diamond and a test selection of thirty
minerals (excluding sulfides). Central to this model, for each diamond–inclusion pair, is the isovolume locus in P–T space, along
which the relative volumes of the two phases change identically. The key ratio , equal to slope of the isovolume locus divided
by the slope of the graphite–diamond transition, permits unconditional assignment of a mineral to one of four universal topological groups of inclusions, namely 1) a heritage-T group, 2) a heritage-P group, 3) a group with mixed response (complete decompression inside high temperature diamond), and 4) a group that decompresses completely. About half of the test minerals may be
used to determine the P–T conditions of formation through measurements of internal pressures on inclusions in natural diamond.
All minerals that are typically used to age-date diamond belong to the mixed group: high-temperature inclusions in diamond will
tend to reset to the emplacement age. Diamond from Argyle, Australia, only fits this model if diamond forms and adjusts through
prolonged secular cooling (500°C over 500 M.y.). Most inclusions in superdeep diamond should fracture the host diamond, with
published examples indicating some resealing near the conditions of formation of cratonic diamond (? temporary storage). The
model topology for the converse setting (diamond as the inclusion) is critically different. The converse setting is mostly hostile
to survival of diamond during delivery to the Earth’s surface. Only seven of the tested host minerals (including spinel) are
predicted to protect included diamond against conversion to graphite, but most minerals actually reported to carry microcrystals
of diamond are excluded. However, the model predicts that the copresence of supercritical fluids (H2O–CO2) in the inclusion
chamber would protect diamond included in almost any host mineral (glass also protects, but at a critically lower level). Minerals
in graphite-bearing and coesite-bearing eclogites should be examined as potential hosts for microcrystals of diamond protected by
this mechanism.
Keywords: diamond, graphite, host-inclusion relation, volcanic pipe, obduction, supercritical fluid, glass, Argyle, Australia,
superdeep, polymorph, pressure indicator, topology.

SOMMAIRE
Un modèle linéaire de la pression interne pour un système impliquant un minéral-hôte et un minéral inclus a été développé
pour le diamant et une sélection de trente minéraux (les sulfures sont exclus). C’est un point central dans ce modèle que pour
chaque paire diamant–inclusion, le lieu géométrique isovolumique en termes des coordonnées P–T, le long duquel les volumes
relatifs des deux phases changent de façon identique. Le rapport clé , égal à la pente du locus isovolumique divisé par la pente
de la transition graphite–diamant, permet une attribution immédiate d’un minéral à un de quatre groupes topologiques universels
d’inclusions: 1) minéral conservant l’héritage thermique, 2) minéral conservant l’héritage barique, 3) un groupe de minéraux à
réponse mixte (décompression complète à l’intérieur d’un diamant de haute température, et 4) un groupe sujet à une décompression
complète. Environ la moitié des minéraux pris en considération pourrait être utilisés pour déterminer les conditions P–T de
formation par mesures des pressions internes sur les inclusions dans le diamant naturel. Tous les minéraux qui sont utilisés
typiquement pour déterminer l’âge du diamant font partie du groupe mixte; les inclusions de haute température dans le diamant
auront tendance à se ré-équilibrer à l’âge de mise en place. Le diamant à Argyle, en Australie, ne concorde avec ce modèle que
si le diamant se forme et se réajuste au cours d’un refroidissement séculaire prolongé (500°C sur 500 million d’années). La
plupart des inclusions dans les cristaux de diamant venant de grandes profondeurs devraient causer des fractures dans le diamant
hôte, les inclusions dans la littérature indiquant un certain degré de cicatrisation près des conditions de formation du diamant
cratonique (? entreposage temporaire). La topologie prédite pour la situation réciproque (diamant comme minéral inclus) diffère
de façon marquée. Cette situation s’avère hostile en général à la survie du diamant pendant son transfert à la surface. Seulement
sept des minéraux considérés (y inclus le spinelle) seraient aptes à protéger le diamant inclus d’une conversion au graphite, mais
la plupart des minéraux cités en exemple comme porteurs de microcristaux de diamant sont exclus. Toutefois, d’après le modèle,
la coprésence d’une phase fluide supercritique à H2O + CO2 dans la chambre de l’inclusion protégerait le diamant dans presque
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tout minéral hôte (le verre pourrait aussi protéger, mais à un niveau beaucoup plus faible). Les minéraux des éclogites à graphite
et à coesite devraient être étudiés comme porteurs potentiels de microcristaux de diamant par ce mécanisme.
(Traduit par la Rédaction)
Mots-clés: diamant, graphite, relation hôte–inclusion, conduit volcanique, obduction, fluide supercritique, verre, Argyle, Australie,
grande profondeur, polymorphe, indicateur de pression, topologie.

INTRODUCTION
The confining pressure on an inclusion within a mineral varies as the conditions change from those of formation. Smith (1953), Harris et al. (1970), Cohen &
Rosenfeld (1979) and Graham & Cybriwsky (1981) did
pioneering work and investigated particular aspects of
this mineral host – inclusion system in detail. More recently, the formative work of Liu et al. (1990) and
Izraeli et al. (1996) led Barron (2003) to investigate this
relationship for a spectrum of included minerals in diamond using a simple linear model (the Pressure Preservation Index or PPI model). In the latter work, Barron
(2003) unknowingly rediscovered a useful construct (the
isovolume array) first developed by Cohen & Rosenfeld
(1979). Barron (2003) developed a simple topological
classification for inclusions, assigning each mineral to
a heritage group, a mixed group, or a third group. This
approach is based on critical aspects of remnant pressure (defined as the confining pressure on an inclusion
when diamond is at the Earth’s surface; see Table 1 for
definitions). Although the PPI model is linear and approximate, Barron (2003) demonstrated that non-linear
complexities have no influence on which mineral be-

longs to which group of inclusions, whereas the PPI
model predictions compare well with published examples of remnant pressures and stability versus inversion of high-pressure polymorphs. The model, as
developed, is quantitative for simple monomineralic
inclusions, but is useful in a qualitative way in dealing
with polymineralic inclusions.
Most of the thirty minerals in Barron (2003) were
selected because they have been reported as inclusions
in diamond, but some were added on a more speculative basis. For instance, lawsonite was considered because it is indicative of cold subduction that may reach
the stability field of diamond. Usui et al. (2003) provided a discussion of lawsonite coesite eclogite xenoliths in diamondiferous diatremes of the Colorado
Plateau.
The PPI model is further developed herein. For a
particular included mineral at the temperature of diamond formation Tf, the action pressure (Pa) is defined
as the difference between the pressure of formation and
the isovolume locus. As will be shown below, Pa is the
most tangible parameter determining the confining pressure on the inclusion (Pc) when the host diamond is at
any P–T, and uniquely determines the remnant pressure
(Pr) on the inclusion once the diamond is at the Earth’s
surface. The host – inclusion system is formulated algebraically as part of the PPI model. This approach leads
to exact linear equations that replace the approximate
geometrical constructions used by Barron (2003), and
permits variation of critical parameters to be examined
across the spectrum of 30 minerals and across the range
of conditions for diamond formation and delivery to the
Earth’s surface. Simple topology permits a universal
four-way classification of inclusion groups to be set up.
The revised PPI model is tested using published examples of studies on natural occurrences of diamond.

BASIS FOR THE HOST–INCLUSION MODEL
The PPI model is developed generally, but examined
first for the case where diamond is the host mineral, then
for the converse setting where diamond is the inclusion
in a host mineral. The model is based on the concept of
the isovolume locus, a concept first derived by Smith
(1953), and called the isomeke by Adams et al. (1975),
the isovolume locus by Liu et al. (1990), and the zerovolume-difference curve by Izraeli et al. (1999). This is
the P–T locus along which the relative volumes of host
and included mineral change identically.
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In the simplest first-order approximation (Barron
2003), the relative volume of a mineral at a general P–
T is given by Vi/Vio = 1 + T*Ai – P*Bi, where Ai is the
isobaric coefficient of thermal expansion, and Bi is the
isothermal coefficient of compressibility. The reference
state for Vio is chosen as the origin of the P–T graph
(0°C, 0 bars), which for the sake of simplicity is taken
as the condition of the Earth’s surface. The constraint
for the isovolume locus leads directly to the linear equation
P/T = (Ad – Ai)/(Bd – Bi) = (Ah – Ai)/(Bh – Bi) [1].
For the thirty test minerals, equation [1] defines an array of lines radiating from the origin (0 bar, 0°C) of the
P–T graph (Barron 2003). Anchoring the array of lines
at the origin of the P–T graph enabled the PPI model to
develop in a simple heuristic manner for the following
reasons:
1) the isovolume array has a topological sense to it;
the array has only positive slopes (Ad < Ai, Bd < Bi),
whereas the relative volume of diamond changes more
rapidly than the mineral at pressures above the relevant
isovolume locus;
2) the measurements are based at the fixed conditions of the graph origin (0 bar, 0°C) rather than at some
unknown point within the range of conditions of diamond formation;
3) the number of minerals in the array is large, so
the minerals are sorted in order of the isovolume slope
value (the MN order) to facilitate plotting and line identification. This immediately results in smoother, more
coherent plots;
4) each measurement reflects some sort of difference (action pressure) between the conditions of diamond formation and the isovolume locus (the only
absolute reference line for a mineral that needs no second- or third-order corrections);
5) this difference, when placed in the MN order,
changes in a simple fashion relative to the isovolume
locus, indicating a topological control;
6) this topological control points to the classification scheme for inclusions, and
7) these aspects mean that all crystals of diamond
with simple inclusions can be considered on the one
diagram.
Table 2 shows the published data used to calibrate
the PPI model for 30 minerals (after Barron 2003), with
the slopes values portrayed in Figure 1.
Note that Cohen & Rosenfeld developed a preliminary but analogous array of radiating lines, but their
approach required this array to be anchored at the P–T
conditions of capture of the inclusions within the host
mineral.
The host – inclusion relation is based on the principle that the host mineral controls the volume available for the inclusion, hence it also controls changes in
volume due to changes in P–T from the conditions of
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formation. This latter control translates into the equation (T – Tf)*Ah – (P – Pf)*Bh = (T – Tf)*Ai – (Pc –
Pf)*Bi; here Pc is the confining pressure forced on the
inclusion by the host mineral at a general P–T. This
expression can be rearranged to the general host – inclusion relation
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FIG. 1. Values of the slope (bar/°C), for different minerals, of isovolume loci and loci of
constant confining pressure (Pc) on an inclusion in diamond. The minerals have been
sorted and numbered (mineral number: MN) in order of increasing slope of the
isovolume (Table 2). In the normal setting, the diamond is the host mineral, whereas in
the converse setting, diamond is included in another host mineral.

(T – Tf)*(Ah – Ai) – P*Bh + Pc*Bi
+ Pf*(Bh – Bi) = 0

PPF = Pr/Pf

Remnant pressure (Pr) is the value of confining pressure Pc at (P, T) = (0 bar, 0°C); at these conditions, equation [2] reduces to
Pr = [Tf*(Ah – Ai) – Pf*(Bh – Bi)]/Bi
= –Pa*(Bh – Bi)/Bi

[4].

[2].

[3].

Back-substituting equation [1] and the action pressure
(Pa) into equation [3] simplifies the form of this expression and demonstrates the simple relation of Pr to the
working difference (Pa) between the conditions of diamond formation and the isovolume locus. Note that the
isovolume locus for a particular mineral (and lines parallel to it) represent loci of constant remnant pressure
on that mineral as an inclusion in diamond. When diamond is the host mineral, Pr must have the same sign as
Pa since typically Bd << Bi, hence also Pr ≈ Pa (representing the approximate geometrical construction used
in Barron 2003). A useful measure based on Pr is the
pressure preservation factor (PPF) relative to the pressure of formation and calculated as

Values of this model factor can be used to convert experimentally measured values of Pr to Pf. This factor also
identifies to which inclusion group the mineral belongs.
Factors greater than 0.5 indicate that the mineral belongs
to the heritage group (the temperature of formation can
be estimated), factors significantly less than zero mean
that the mineral belongs to the group of inclusions that
completely decompress. Low negative and positive factors reflect minerals that belong to the mixed group;
these inclusions will completely decompress under
some conditions of formation, and not under others.
The slope of lines in P–T space of constant internal
confining pressure Pc on an inclusion can be determined
by taking the differential of equation [2] with Pc held
constant, resulting in (Ah – Ai) – Bh*dP/dTPc = 0, or
dP/dTPc = (Ah – Ai)/Bh

[5].

For a particular host – inclusion pair, equation [5] means
that all lines at constant Pc have the same slope across
P–T space. If diamond is the host mineral, there is an
additional topological control, namely that this slope be
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negative since typically Ad < Ai. Figure 1 shows the
slope values of lines of constant Pc. Despite being placed
in the MN order (monotonic in isovolume slope), the
slope values for lines of constant Pc are not monotonic.
However, twenty of the minerals have slopes at constant Pc of about –120 bars per°C. The intercept on the
pressure axis of such a line of constant Pc (say Pc = 0),
is found by substituting T = 0 into equation [2], returning
P (T = 0, Pc = 0) = Pa*(Bh – Bi)/Bh

[6].

Equation [6] dictates that this intercept has the opposite
sign to the action pressure Pa (Bd < Bi). Barron (2003)
showed that some included minerals completely decompress when the diamond is inside a triangular P–T region called a “cavity triangle”. The hypotenuse of this
can be constructed from the above intercept [6] and
slope [5], with the P–T axes completing the two sides
of the right-angle portion. Any locus of constant Pc is
determined by rearranging [2] for the intercept on the
pressure axis, namely
P*Bh = Pc*Bi + Pf*(Bh – Bi) – Tf*(Ah – Ai) resulting
in
P (intercept at T = 0 for Pc)
= (Pc*Bi + Pf*(Bh – Bi) – Tf*(Ah – Ai) /Bh

(dPr/dOP)Tf = (Bi – Bh)/Bi

[11].

Values of this slope are plotted on Figure 3; Pr increases
with OP, at the modest rate of about 0.5–0.8 times overpressure. Values of model remnant pressure Pr calculated from the host–inclusion equation [2] are presented
on Figure 4a. The loci on Figure 4b are calculated for a
known value of OP by re-arrangement of the combination of equations [2] and [9], namely
[12].

[7].

[8].

Since compressibility of diamond is less than all other
minerals (Bd < Bi), there is a topological constraint that
no mineral can completely decompress inside host diamond during the first stage of delivery by volcanism.
However, some minerals have Pa and remnant pressure
Pr less than zero, so their subsequent complete decompression must take place after volcanism, during cooling at the Earth’s surface.
The linear equation
Pf = 13301 + 29.6*Tf

[10].

Values of equation [10] are plotted in Figure 2. For most
minerals, remnant pressure Pr reduces at 10–20 times
the increase in the temperature of formation Tf . Only
for minerals 1–6 (the heritage group, CO2, H2O, Sa, Coe,
SiC, Phl) does Pr increase with Tf.
In some cases, diamond may form at pressures in
excess of the graphite–diamond transition, and if this
excess pressure is called OP for overpressure, the slope
of remnant pressure Pr relative to OP can be determined
by differentiation of [2], leading to the function

Tf = [Bi * Pr + (OP + 13301)
*(Bh – Bi)]/[(Ad – Ai) – 29.6*(Bd – Bi)]

The decompression history of an inclusion during delivery of the host mineral to the Earth’s surface is given
by Pc values resulting from substituting P–T points on
the delivery path into equation [2]. For example, the first
stage of a delivery-path by volcanism brings the host
diamond to the Earth’s surface approximately at the
temperature of formation Tf, so the confining pressure
on the inclusion is given by
Pc (0 kbar, Tf) = Pf*(Bi – Bh)/Bi

dPr/dTf = [(Ah – Ai) – 29.6*(Bh – Bi)]/Bi
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[9]

(Pf bars, Tf°C), has been calibrated for the graphite-todiamond transition from formation values tabulated in
Berman (1994). Assuming that diamond forms at the
graphite–diamond transition, the influence of temperature of formation Tf on the value of remnant pressure Pr
can be determined by substituting [9] into the general
equation [2] and differentiating it with respect to Tf at
(P = 0, T = 0), resulting in

Influence of polymorphic transformation
in an inclusion
Some inclusions may be in a high-pressure form
when captured by diamond growth, then invert to a lowpressure form during delivery. How does this inversion
influence Pr? This situation can be modeled for synthetic
titanite, because Kunz et al. (2000) have determined the
relevant data in experiments. The volumes and expansion coefficients for both high and low forms of synthetic titanite are as follows: with 1 representing the low
form, and 2, the high form, (Vo1 = 369.04, A1 = 20.7, B1
= 0.88), (Vo2 = 367.1, A2 = 28, B2 = 0.74) in units of
(Å3, /106°C, /106 bar). Data in Kunz et al. (2000) indicate that high titanite would have to be under a confining pressure greater than 35 kbar at room temperature
to remain stable. Since titanite is one of the mixed group
(generating only low positive and negative values of Pr),
an inclusion of high titanite2 in diamond must invert to
low titanite1 by the time the diamond has reached conditions at the Earth’s surface. The constraint that the host
diamond determines the volume available for the inclusion results in V1 = V2, so that Vo1*(1 – Pr1*B1) = Vo2*(1
– Pr2*B2), where Pr2 is the remnant pressure calculated
from equation [3]. Rearranging the constraint equation
yields
Pr1 = (Vo1 – Vo2)/Vo1/B1 + Vo2*Pr2*B2 /Vo1/B1 [13].
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FIG. 2. Values of the slope (bar/°C), for different minerals, of remnant pressure as a function of the temperature of diamond formation Tf, for diamond as the host, and for the
converse setting, where diamond is the included mineral.

FIG. 3. Values of the slope (bar/°C), for different minerals, of remnant pressure as a function of overpressure, for diamond as the host, and for the converse setting, where diamond is the included mineral.

HOST–INCLUSION MODEL FOR DIAMOND

209

FIG. 4. Value of remnant pressure as a function of temperature of formation of host diamond. Lines are labeled with mineral
sequence numbers (MN). a) Tf at the diamond–graphite transition. b) Tf at an overpressure (OP) of 10 kbar above the diamond–graphite transition.
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Differentiation of [13] with regard to temperature of
formation results in
dPr1/dTf = Vo2*B2/(Vo1*B1)*dPr2/dTf

[14].

High titanite has a crossover temperature near 800°C
on Figure 4a, where Pr changes from negative at low Tf
to positive at high Tf. Calculations with the above data
show that the sequence high titanite → inverted titanite
in the inclusion chamber causes: 1) a decrease in crossover temperature of 5°C using equation [13], and 2) a
reduction in the slope on Figure 4 by a factor of 0.84
using equation [14], representing a small rotation of 10°
counterclockwise (Fig. 4).
The decrease in crossover temperature is small because it is roughly proportional to the percentage change
in the reference volumes between the two polymorphs.
The large (15%) contrast in compressibility causes most
of the small rotation of the slope. A topological control
exists because the sign of the slope (equation [14]) for
the inverted mineral must remain the same as that for
the original high-pressure polymorph (Vo and B are all
positive). As the assignment of a mineral to a particular
group of inclusions effectively is based on the topology
of the slope characteristics on Figure 4, a polymorphic
change during delivery to the Earth’s surface will not
change the membership of that mineral group in a specific group of inclusions. Preliminary calculations indicate that variations in mineral chemistry also do not
change the membership.

DELIVERY PATHS: OBDUCTION VERSUS VOLCANISM
Delivery paths by obduction are different in time
frame from delivery via volcanism, as the former involve a comparatively slow (but tectonically rapid) upward movement at a fairly constant temperature to some
intermediate depth, followed by an even slower tectonic
movement with jointly decreasing temperature and pressure. However, a topological control exists where diamond is the host mineral, because lines of constant
confining pressure Pc on all included minerals have a
negative slope (see [5] and Fig. 1). Thus all delivery
paths steadily reduce Pc and so would appear similar in
Pc–T space. Of course, the difference in time scale is
critical in another way, because macrocrystals of diamond are typically converted to graphite in obducted
terranes, whereas most mined diamond comes from
volcanic pipes.

OF

DISCRIMINATING CONDITIONS
DIAMOND FORMATION, AND THE UNIVERSAL SCHEME
OF CLASSIFICATION OF INCLUSIONS

Cohen & Rosenfeld (1979) presented the case for
interpreting conditions of diamond formation by experimental measurement of remnant pressure on minerals
included in diamond. More recently, Izraeli et al. (1999)

and Sobolev et al. (2000) have determined the remnant
pressure on minerals included in diamond: olivine (1–5
kbar) for the former and coesite (36.2 kbar) in a Venezuelan diamond for the latter. Such high values of remnant pressure Pr on coesite are representative for cratonic
diamond since Pr = 37 kbar was also determined on a
coesite inclusion in a diamond of probable African origin (Milledge & Mendelssohn 1988, quoted in Meyer
et al. 1997). The inclusion chamber thus sealed at conditions of formation in both cases, and remained sealed.
Barron (2003) concluded that where diamond is the host
mineral, the top six heritage minerals (CO2, H2O, Sa, Coe,
SiC, Phl) in Table 2 are best for estimating the conditions
of diamond formation from measurements of Pr in natural crystals of diamond, especially fluid inclusions.
Three minerals (7–9: Qtz, Glt, Tr) have the unusual
aspect on Figure 4a that their slope is nearly zero. Basically they return a value of Pr that is independent of the
temperature of formation of diamond. However, a comparison of Figure 4a with Figure 4b shows that Pr is
sensitive to the overpressure of formation of diamond.
The reason for the zero slope geometry is that these
particular minerals have isovolume slopes that are
nearly the same as the slope of the graphite-to-diamond
transition. The value of the overpressure in forming the
diamond can be determined uniquely from equation [2]
by combination with equation [9] and the constraint that
the value of [1] is 29.6 bar/°C. Rearrangement leads to
OP = Bi*Pr/(Bi – Bh) – 13301

[15].

Correspondingly, the predicted value of Pr for the formation of diamond on the graphite–diamond transition
is Pr = 13301*(Bi – Bh)/Bi.
This geometrical parallelism (for minerals 7–9: Qtz,
Glt, Tr) leads directly to a universal topological classification for any mineral included in diamond. This classification is based on the value of  defined as the
following ratio
 = (slope of the isovolume locus) /
(slope of the graphite–diamond transition)

[16].

There are four categories in this topological classification; see Table 4 for the details and implications. Preliminary testing shows that the assignment of a
particular mineral to one of these universal classes is
insensitive to changes in chemical composition, as has
been confirmed for several compositions of carbonate,
pyroxene, olivine, and garnet. Furthermore, it is also
relatively insensitive to polymorphic changes during
delivery to the Earth’s surface (see above). Therefore,
the universal scheme of classification for inclusions is
uncompromised by natural variations in minerals, such
that an assignment is likely to be unconditional.
This topological classification of inclusion groups
suggests a minimum-error strategy to estimate the conditions of formation:
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1) Determine Pr on an inclusion of a heritage-P
group mineral, and estimate OP for this special class of
inclusion according to equation [15],
2) Calculate Tf using equation [13] from a measurement of Pr on a heritage-T mineral.
Alternately, determinations of remnant pressure on
two or more monomineralic inclusions in the same crystal of diamond would yield two equations of the form of
[3], and these can be solved simultaneously to estimate
the conditions of diamond formation. The PPI model
indicates which mineral combinations are likely to work.
For instance, mixed-group minerals would have to be
avoided if they produce Pr < 0. Aside from that constraint, this “simultaneous” technique is reminiscent of
the pioneering work of Rosenfeld & Chase (1971), who
used pairs of minerals from the mixed group. The range
of minerals suitable for discrimination could be extended quite simply if a heating stage were used to
change negative remnant Pr values into positive confining Pc values, somewhat analogous to the technique
developed by Rosenfeld & Chase (1971).
The common inclusions found in diamond do not
belong to either of the heritage groups (note that sulfides are not investigated in this treatment), indicating
that a shift in the focus to other inclusions would be
required for this remnant pressure technique to become
influential.
Suppose that a sealed-chamber condition for an inclusion in natural diamond can be established visually
for one of the minerals within the mixed group. These
minerals have the PPI property that there is a sign
contrast between positive remnant pressure Pr for lower-
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temperature diamond, and negative Pr for higher-temperature diamond. Note that negative Pr on solid inclusions would be detected as Pr = 0 within error-detection
limits. Inside a host crystal of lower-temperature diamond, only minerals 12–15 (En, Lws, Ttn, Jd) would
have Pr high enough to be above the detection limit (1–
5 kbar). If the diamond forms considerably deeper than
the graphite–diamond transition, the model indicates
that Pr values increase by about half of the overpressure, so that potentially all of the test minerals in the
mixed group would fall in the resolvable range. Thus,
potentially about half of the minerals studied could be
used to estimate the conditions of diamond formation
(excluding minerals generating negative Pr due to the
conditions of diamond formation). Because values of
remnant pressure Pr are small for minerals in the mixed
group, the potential percentage errors will be large
(larger than for the heritage-T group of minerals). However, there will be a positive side because as remnant
pressures are low for these minerals, the risk of chamber rupture is reduced.

SEALED OR RUPTURED CHAMBER OF AN INCLUSION
The heritage-T minerals 1–6 (CO2, H2O, Sa, Coe,
SiC, Phl) are the best inclusions with which to confirm
the sealed nature of an inclusion chamber. If the inclusion chamber has ruptured or adjusted after crystallization of diamond, the measured value of remnant pressure
should differ considerably from the model value. According to Figure 4, one predicts that if measured values of Pr on a fluid inclusion are less than 15 kbar,

212

THE CANADIAN MINERALOGIST

rupture of the inclusion chamber must have occurred.
Navon (1991) reported Pr values between 15.5 and 21
kbar on fluid inclusions in natural crystals of diamond,
concluded that the inclusion chambers remained sealed
since formation, and estimated pressures of formation
of 40–70 kbar. Although the PPI model also predicts
that these inclusions remained sealed, the actual measured Pr is about one-third of that predicted, so the PPI
model is not very accurate in dealing quantitatively with
fluid inclusions with a high Pr. However, Navon’s
(1991) work showed that supercritical fluids can retain
high internal pressures in diamond (and also in other
host minerals), a conclusion also reached with the PPI
model. Intriguingly, Navon’s (1991) measured values
of Pr are much closer to the values predicted for heritage-P inclusion group of minerals, whereby the range
in measured values of Pr indicates the range in overpressure in forming the diamond.
Chamber rupture can also be tested in the case of
solid inclusions. For instance, in a Brazilian alluvial
stone that Gillet et al. (2002) identified as being a
superdeep diamond, an inclusion of garnet was reported
to have Pr in the range 5–8 kbar. The conditions of formation at 600–650 km depth are likely to be about
1660°C and 230 kbar, representing more than 180 kbar
of overpressure above the graphite–diamond transition,
whereas model values of the pressure-preservation factor Pr/Pf are listed in Table 2. It is a major extrapolation
to apply the PPI model to these extreme conditions, so
the following development is probably indicative rather
than accurate. Although superdeep garnet (typically
with elevated proportion of the majorite component) is
distinct chemically from eclogitic garnet, the reasoning
within the above section on polymorphic transformation indicates this is not likely to change the critical aspects of inclusion behavior for “garnet”. Therefore,
according to equation [4] and the PPF value in Table 2,
the superdeep garnet should retain about 0.42 of Pf, so
remnant pressure should be about Pr = 97 kbar. The
extreme difference between the modeled (97 kbar) and
measured (5–8 kbar) value of Pr indicates that the inclusion chamber ruptured, and resealed at a lower pressure.
Images presented by Gillet et al. (2002, Fig. 1) confirm
this rupture. Similar disparate values of expected versus measured Pr were reported for a crystal of garnet in
another Brazilian superdeep diamond by Kunz et al.
(2002), who proposed that omphacite mantling the garnet absorbed the “lost” pressure. However, the PPI
model shows that pyroxene and garnet behave in
roughly the same way through delivery of superdeep
diamond to the Earth’s surface (on Table 2, PPF values
for these two minerals differ by only 10%). For pyroxene to share an inclusion chamber with garnet should
not significantly reduce Pr. The disparate values probably indicate another example of a superdeep diamond
that ruptured and resealed.
An apparently different but possibly related example
of this recognition of superdeep diamond concerns im-

ages in Sobolev (1977, photos 10b, 11, 12). These images demonstrated pronounced internal fractures in examples of Yakutian diamond (AV7, AV10 and AV93),
curving away from inclusions of chromian diopside and
chromian pyrope. The PPI model predicts that crystals
of cratonic diamond would have only a low positive or
negative value of Pr, certainly much less than that required to cause internal fractures in diamond. Perhaps
these particular Yakutian stones consist of superdeep
diamond, formed under such extreme overpressure that
Pr is large enough to cause internal damage to the diamond. This suggestion is compatible with recent work
by Sobolev et al. (2003), who demonstrated the presence of superdeep diamond in some Yakutian diatremes.
The fact that both pyroxene and garnet show these adjacent fractures is indirect but independent confirmation
that the two phases respond similarly to delivery of
superdeep diamond to the Earth’s surface, exactly as
predicted by the PPI model.
The PPI model can be used to make a crude estimate
of which minerals are likely to generate internal fractures inside superdeep diamond. Sobolev et al. (2000)
showed that diamond can withstand more than 36 kbar
internal pressure without internal fractures, whereas
Gillet et al. (2002) showed that an internal pressure of
more than 90 kbar would rupture a host diamond. If 50
kbar is taken as the boundary between these two patterns of behavior, the PPI model predicts that only minerals 25–30 (Rt, Spl, Crn, MgSiO3 (perovskite), Sti,
Fe3C) would be unlikely to cause internal fractures in
host superdeep diamond during delivery to the Earth’s
surface. This prediction may broaden the recognition of
superdeep diamond and minerals. For instance, neither
chromian diopside nor chromian pyrope have been previously suggested to be superdeep minerals. If they can
be confirmed as such, it might imply that these crystasls
of unexpected superdeep diamond formed by continuing the subduction of ultrahigh pressure (UHP 40–60
kbar) diamond down to the transition zone, where they
adjusted mechanically, before much later delivery back
to the Earth’s surface.

INFLUENCE OF THE PPI MODEL
ON INTERPRETATIONS OF RADIOMETRIC

AGES

The PPI model was developed originally to assess
the influence of different conditions of diamond formation on the interpretation of radiometric age dates. Of
principal interest are the most commonly used silicate
minerals for dating, namely titanite, zircon, garnet, and
clinopyroxene. The critical issue is whether the daughter products of the radioactive decay are able to diffuse
out of the crystal structure of the inclusion. If they can
diffuse out, then the age date would represent the last
time above the closure temperature, generating the age
of emplacement at the Earth’s surface. Consider the situation where the material dated is an inclusion of
clinopyroxene in a host diamond, dated by argon de-
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rived by radioactive decay of potassium. If the inclusion is completely decompressed during delivery to the
Earth’s surface, the inclusion would be sitting in a shell
cavity, the equivalent of a high-vacuum chamber (since
diamond, with such a high density, is essentially impermeable). Most likely all of the argon within the pyroxene crystal structure would be extracted until the
temperature dropped below the closure temperature.
Such diamond should consistently produce the age of
emplacement. This appears to be the general case in
dates of clinopyroxene inclusions in cratonic diamond
(Burgess et al. 1992). Although the reasoning is somewhat circular, this common resetting to the age of
emplacement provides independent evidence that
clinopyroxene inclusions in most cratonic diamond
completely decompress upon delivery to the Earth’s
surface by volcanism. However, what happens if the
inclusion did not completely decompress inside the diamond, in fact if it remained under several kbar of confining pressure? There would be no high vacuum to
extract the argon from the inclusion, and no cavity for
the argon to diffuse into, so conceptually it should stay
within the crystal structure of the inclusion. This type
of diamond should yield the age of crystallization as the
standard interpretation, even if the included crystal is
removed to perform the age determination.
The PPI model predicts that all of the typically preferred silicate minerals for age dating diamond belong
to the mixed group (11 < MN < 21: En, Lws, Ttn, Jd,
Czo, Grs, Di, Fo, Zrn). These preferred minerals have
negative slopes on Figure 4, meaning that an inclusion
trapped during formation of a higher-temperature diamond will completely decompress and tend to generate
an age of emplacement. The same mineral, trapped during formation of a lower-temperature diamond, will remain under a positive remnant pressure, and will tend
to generate the age of crystallization. A comparison of
Figure 4a and 4b indicates that 10 kbar of overpressure
can cause a significant increase in the crossover temperature for a particular mineral, and this fact may explain why some high-temperature cratonic diamond
records an age significantly greater than the age of emplacement.
Burgess et al. (1998) reported on some argon dates
of clinopyroxene inclusions within diamond from
Copeton, New South Wales, Australia, yielding a
weighted mean age of 340 Å 28 Ma. They applied the
standard interpretation, namely that this is an age of
emplacement, and suggested the diamond crystals may
have been transported from Antarctica by subsequent
Permian glaciation. The Copeton region is within a
Phanerozoic Terrane, more than 1500 km from the nearest craton (Broken Hill). Although about two million
diamond crystals were mined across New South Wales
from alluvial deposits capped by Tertiary basalts, over
98% of these came from within two areas 20 km in diameter near Copeton. If these crystals are unique examples of low-temperature diamond formed during
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Phanerozoic subduction, as proposed by Barron et al.
(1996), and with the subduction-induced growth “confirmed” by Davies et al. (2003), on the basis of a study
of growth textures in diamond and trapped inclusions),
then the PPI model shows that the standard interpretation of dating should be as an age of crystallization. The
measured age dates actually match subduction events
in this part of New South Wales, so that the geology,
distribution, uniqueness and age of the Copeton diamond are compatible with a local hard-rock source.

THE PPI MODEL AND AGE DATES
OF ARGYLE DIAMOND
The conditions of formation and age dates for Argyle diamond are well established (1100–1500°C:
Jaques & Smith 2002; 1560 –1150 Ma: Burgess et al.
1992). These data can be examined using the PPI model.
Burgess et al. (1992) showed that 1) Argyle diamond
retains ages of crystallization in argon dating of
clinopyroxene inclusions in diamond, and 2) the age of
diamond formation varies according to the K/Ca value
(0.06–0.141) in the clinopyroxene inclusion. The K content of clinopyroxene is a crude barometer (Harlow
1999), so this strong variation in K/Ca of the clinopyroxene inclusions is most likely related to the pressure of diamond formation. Independent support for this
inference arises from the work of Jaques & Smith
(2002), who reported on different crystals of diamond
forming at quite different temperatures, with a range of
more than 400°C. Apparently, new generations of crystals of diamond continued to form up to the time of the
emplacement of the diatreme, but all diamond formed
more than 345 My after the closing of the Halls Creek
Mobile Zone (1805 Ma: Myers et al. 1996). Prolonged
substantial cooling of a hot mass of graphite-bearing
eclogite at depth could produce this linked three-way
variation (age–P–T). New generations of diamond crystals would form at the graphite–diamond interface as it
rose up through the cooling mass of eclogite. This timedependent cooling model makes the deeper crystals of
diamond older and hotter, and the shallower crystals
younger and cooler, over a period of 400 My. Presumably, the eclogitic mass at depth was too hot originally
to form diamond. The retention of ages of crystallization indicates that argon was retained within the structure of the included clinopyroxene crystal, requiring the
inclusion to remain under significant confining and remnant pressure at all times to the present day, irrespective
of the age and temperature of formation of the diamond.
The PPI model predicts that age dates on clinopyroxene included in high-temperature diamond should
be reset to the age of emplacement (Fig. 4), so the Argyle age dates should be reset, but the work of Burgess
et al. (1992) indicates that they have not. The unusual
conditions of growth of Argyle diamond represent the
most likely reason for this conflicting behavior. Suppose that the older generation of diamond relaxed
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mechanically during the long post-formation cooling.
In effect (in terms of remnant pressures), the older crystals of diamond would appear mechanically to form at a
much lower temperature at the original pressure of formation. The inclusions (being isolated within diamond)
could not be reset chemically, hence they would retain
the original high-temperature compositions, which is
analogous to the justification used by Nimis (2002).
Figure 5 shows this proposed growth-model, with the
older, deeper diamond forming first, then mechanically
relaxing to a lower temperature at constant pressure so
that it ends up above the isovolume locus of clinopyroxene. This cooling-relaxation hypothesis of growth
explains the retention of ages of crystallization, the
variation of pressure with age, and the large variation in
temperature of formation for different generations of
diamond. It also provides a mechanism for apparently
forming diamond at overpressures consistently beyond
the graphite–diamond transition. In terms of the PPI
model, an effective overpressure of 10 kbar (for
clinopyroxene 18 on Fig. 4b) increases the cross-over
temperature on Figure 4 by about 500°C, allowing Pr >
0 bar for Tf up to 1100°C. This 500°C change is about
the same as the proposed cooling interval for the generations of growth of Argyle diamond, implying that
some diamond–inclusion pairs should show a volume
relationship equivalent to an overpressure of at least 10
kbar. This difference should be detectable. Furthermore,
the proposed bulk secular cooling may be responsible
for some of the unusual properties of Argyle diamond
(brittleness, color).
Nimis (2002) has estimated temperatures of encapsulation of inclusions in diamond and of equilibration
of xenoliths that have been recovered from various
mined diamondiferous diatremes around the world.
Most African pipes showed a temperature difference of
about 200–300°C between the highest and the lowest
temperature of encapsulation, whereas the selection of
Siberian pipes showed a larger difference, 600°C. The
temperature difference at Argyle is between that of the
African pipes and that of the Siberian pipes, yet a special interpretation is required for age dates on Argyle
diamond. Therefore, perhaps it is not that diamond is
made over a large range of depths that is unusual about
Argyle, but rather that at each depth, each diamond crystal must adjust to a large drop in temperature (up to
500°C) after formation. Presumably, the great stability
of an Archean cratonic keel prevents this large and bulk
secular change in temperature from happening in the
African and Siberian settings. This is supported by
Nimis’s (2002) observation that secular cooling was a
possible but insignificant source of scatter in his measurements on cratonic diamond.
Continental collision may be another scenario where
mechanical adjustment can result in significant overpressure on inclusions in diamond. For instance, Chopin
(2003) concluded that obduction has raised continental
material from deep subduction (40–60 kbar and 900–

1000°C), representing potentially more than 20 kbar of
overpressure.

DIAMOND IN THE CONVERSE SETTING
Diamond has been found as an inclusion in a variety
of host minerals, and in order to emphasize this relationship as the converse of diamond-as-host, this is
called the converse setting. In recent examples, microcrystals of diamond were reported in
1) host kyanite, garnet and zircon grains in an
obducted gneiss in Erzgebirge, Germany (Massonne
1999, Stockhert et al. 2001, Dobrzhisetaskaya et al.
2001, 2003), 2) in host spinel in obducted peridotite in
Fjortoft, Norway (van Roermund et al. 2002), 3) in host
garnet and diopside porphyroblasts within obducted
marbles from the Kokchetav Massif, in Kazakhstan
(Sobolev & Shatsky 1990, Ogasawara et al. 2000, Ohta
et al. 2003), 4) in host clinopyroxene and orthopyroxene
crystals in a garnet pyroxenite xenolith from lava in
Hawaii (Wirth & Rocholl 2002, Rocholl & Wirth 2003),
and 5) Xu et al. (1992) reported more than twenty 150–
700 m crystals of diamond recovered from coesite
eclogite at Dabie Shan, in China. Although the actual
host site for diamond has yet to be confirmed, Han et al.
(1997) reported the presence of rare inclusions of melt
plus supercritical fluid in minerals within such eclogites.
In the Norwegian example, interstitial diamond in
the rock has inverted to graphite, so van Roermund et
al. (2002) suggested that the properties of the host grain
(spinel) prevented the diamond in the converse setting
from inverting.
The model equations are general, so they automatically cover the converse setting, but the values derived

FIG. 5. Model to form Argyle diamond able to retain the age
of crystallization (argon retained within clinopyroxene inclusion). Diamond A1 forms first under deeper and hotter
conditions, whereas diamond A2 forms later, under shallower and cooler conditions. Both crystals of diamond respond to the continued cooling at constant pressure by
mechanical relaxation, moving above the isovolume locus
for clinopyroxene.
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from equations [3]–[11] change significantly in moving
from the normal to the converse setting (Figs. 1–4, 6–
7). Furthermore, the sign of the values may also change
because Ad is less than Ai , and Bd is less than Bi . For
instance, topology requires that all host minerals (diamond in the converse setting) have a positive slope value
for remnant pressure Pr on Figure 2. In addition, Pr has
changed sign in equation [3], so that those minerals generating a negative Pr in the normal setting generate a
positive Pr in the converse setting (Fig. 6). Also, in the
converse setting, note that Pr increases by typically more
than 100 times the increase in temperature of formation
Tf (compared with less than ±50 times, Fig. 2). Figure 3
shows the influence of overpressure on Pr, with Pr decreasing by 2–8 times the overpressure at constant Tf
(compared with a 0.5–0.8 times increase for the normal
setting, Fig. 3).
Surprisingly, for the converse setting, the equations
show that many minerals are capable of producing remnant pressures greater than the pressure of formation (Pr
> Pf , Fig. 6), represented by portions of the Pr lines at
pressures higher than the graphite–diamond transition.
However, the actual distribution of the mineral lines on
Figure 6 mean that Pr > Pf is most likely to occur in
lower-temperature diamond (typically formed by collisional tectonics) and most likely to be found for host
minerals 23–27 (Ilm, Ky, Rt, Spl, Crn).
Figure 6a shows that for diamond in the converse
setting, minerals 22–30 (Fe–Per, Ilm, Ky, Rt, Spl, Crn,
MgSi-perovskite, Sti, Fe3C) have Pr > 0, virtually regardless of the temperature of formation Tf. If Tf <
950°C for host minerals 1–12 (CO2, H2O, Sa, Coe, SiC,
Phl, Qtz, Glt, Tr, Dol, Sil, En), diamond in the converse
setting would have Pr less than 0. Figure 6b has been
calculated by forming diamond at an overpressure of 10
kbar above the graphite–diamond transition. It shows
the same pattern as Figure 6a, but the temperature patterns are raised by about 250–300°C owing to this overpressure. Because of the inherent link between remnant
pressure and confining pressure Pc, overpressure also
exerts a strong influence on internal pressure Pc in response to delivery to the Earth’s surface if diamond is
in the converse setting.
Despite the switch in sign for the above variables
caused by the topology of the converse setting, neither
the sign nor the value of the isovolume slope (equation
[1]) changes if the host and inclusion roles are reversed
and diamond is involved. This unvarying topology is
lost if diamond is not involved, because the sign of [1]
could change.

DISCRIMINATING THE CONDITIONS
OF DIAMOND FORMATION
Measurement of Pr in natural samples will provide
information about conditions of formation for diamond
in the converse setting. For instance, with regard to
minerals 12–30 (En, Lws, Ttn, Jd, Czo, Grs, Di, Fo, Zrn,
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Per, Fe–Per, Ilm, Ky, Rt, Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite, Sti,
Fe3C), there is reasonable separation in the model values of remnant pressure (Fig. 6), potentially permitting
discrimination of high-temperature from low-temperature formation of diamond. For this discrimination,
overall the converse setting appears considerably more
broadly reliable mathematically than the normal setting
(larger values of Pr). However, some of the occurrences
of Pr > Pf may be so extreme that the host mineral ruptures. Furthermore, if the diamond in the converse setting has formed above the graphite–diamond transition,
the overpressure drops the values of remnant pressure
Pr so rapidly that it may be difficult to separate overpressure aspects from temperature of formation aspects.
As another distinct aspect of the converse setting,
none of the tested minerals has a zero slope value on
Figure 2 or Figure 6. It is improbable that there could be
an analogous universal topological classification of host
minerals for included diamonds. However, the calibration values of the volume coefficients tend to separate
the array of lines on Figure 6 into three groups, corresponding to: 1) minerals 1–10 (CO2, H2O, Sa, Coe, SiC,
Phl, Qtz, Glt, Tr, Dol), which completely decompress,
so are unable to plot within the range visible on Figure
6, 2) minerals 11–20 (Sil, En, Lws, Ttn, Jd, Czo, Grs,
Di, Fo, Zrn) for higher-temperature diamond, and 3)
minerals 21–30 (Per, Fe–Per, Ilm, Ky, Rt, Spl, Crn,
MgSi-perovskite, Sti, Fe3C) for lower-temperature diamond.
Both of the latter two groups have mixed behavior,
with positive remnant pressures at the higher-temperature end of the lines, and negative remnant pressures at
the lower-temperature end. As with the topological classification of inclusions where diamond is the host mineral, the converse classification follows the order of
increasing slope of the isovolume locus. This control is
the primary one, regardless of the setting.
Delivery via volcanism
Equation [8] predicts that all diamond in the converse setting must completely decompress during the
first stage of delivery by volcanism. Since the remnant
pressure (diamond at the Earth’s surface) is greater than
zero for many of these minerals, the second stage of
cooling must re-compress the inclusion. During this
second stage, minerals 21–30 (Per, Fe–Per, Ilm, Ky, Rt,
Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite, Sti, Fe3C) are capable of
generating remnant pressures greater than the pressures
of formation. Every aspect of this confining pressure Pc
history is in complete contrast to that of the normal setting. Furthermore, since the confining pressure Pc on the
diamond drops about twice as rapidly as the external
pressure (see next section) during the first stage of delivery (period of highest temperatures), the PPI model
implies that diamond in the converse setting is likely to
convert to graphite, despite the many natural examples
(above) to the contrary.
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FIG. 6. Value of remnant pressure as a function of temperature of formation of diamond, for the converse setting of microcrystals
of diamond as the inclusion in the host mineral. Note that the entire Pr loci are for diamond forming at or above the graphite
to diamond transition (shown as a dashed line for reference only). a) Tf at graphite–diamond transition. b) Tf for diamond
forming at an overpressure (OP) of 10 kbar above the graphite–diamond transition.
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Delivery via obduction
Consider the first stage of an obduction path, where
the pressure is tectonically decreased, typically at a
nearly constant temperature. The simplest stage-one
path of obduction would be one that involved a large
drop in the pressure on the host mineral at approximately
the temperature of diamond formation. The impact of
this situation can be modeled by determining the drop
in external pressure that is required to make the confining pressure on the inclusion equal to zero (Pc = 0 at T
= Tf), which can be calculated from equation [2] as
–P/Pf = Bi/Bh

[17].

Values for [17] are presented in Table 2, where it can be
seen that for most potential host minerals, a drop in the
external pressure (–P) can be 30% or higher of the
pressure of formation Pf before the confining pressure
on the inclusion drops to zero. Thus Pc drops about twice
as fast as the external pressure. However, such a large
drop (>20 kbar) in external pressure is unlikely to occur
during a stage-one path of obduction, so diamond in the
converse setting should not completely decompress.
Thus in all aspects for a diamond that has positive remnant pressure in the converse setting, topologically the
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confining pressure history (at the end of stage-one delivery) is critically different for obduction (potentially
no Pc < 0) versus volcanic (all Pc < 0 ) modes of delivery. This is in complete contrast to the qualitative similarity between obduction and volcanic processes for
delivery of diamond where diamond is the host mineral
(see text after equation [11]).
Figure 6 shows that minerals 21–30 (Per, Fe–Per,
Ilm, Ky, Rt, Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite, Sti, Fe3C) have
rather high positive remnant pressures for conditions of
formation of diamond in the converse setting. The second stage of the obduction path thus must cause the
confining pressure Pc to increase for these particular
minerals. Hence, a diamond in the converse setting inside these minerals can never completely decompress
during obduction. For minerals 11–20 (Sil, En, Lws,
Ttn, Jd, Czo, Grs, Di, Fo, Zrn), Figures 6a and 6b show
that a high temperature of formation implies remnant
pressures greater than zero, hence it also implies a positive confining pressure Pc. For the same minerals, diamond that formed at a lower Tf in a converse setting
would completely decompress during the second stage
of obduction.
According to Roselle & Engi (2002), an actual path
of obduction most likely involves an initial drop in pressure of about 10 kbar, and then, during stage two, the

FIG. 7. Calculated confining pressure on microcrystals of diamond inclusions (converse setting), during stage-two obduction
from (Tf, P = Pf – 10 kbar) to (0°C, 0 bar). Note that the entire Pc loci are for diamond forming at the graphite-to-diamond
transition (shown as a dashed line for reference only). The two arrays of lines correspond to formation of low-temperature
diamond (dotted lines, 500°C) and high-temperature diamond (solid lines, 1250°C).
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temperature and pressure jointly decrease more slowly
and radially toward the origin (0°C, 0 bars). This stagetwo part is modeled in Figure 7, with diamond forming
in a converse setting at two different temperatures
(500%, 1250°C). Note that the stage-two part of the
obduction begins with all diamond well below the diamond–graphite inversion. Consider minerals 20 (Zrn)
and 30 (Fe3C) for high-temperature diamond in the converse setting (right-hand side of Fig. 7). The completed
stage-two path of obduction for this diamond will involve a total cooling of 1250°C. However, host mineral
30 (Fe3C) moves the inclusion into the stability field of
diamond after the first 100°C of cooling (representing
about 100/1250 = 8% of the duration of stage-two obduction). Contrast this with mineral 20 (Zrn), which
moves the inclusion into the stability field of diamond
after more than 1000°C of cooling (representing about
1000/1250 = 80% duration). These durations (8%, 80%)
represent windows for potential conversion to graphite,
while invariably they are at the higher-temperature end
of slow obduction. For diamond formed at a low temperature Tf, this window is relatively small for minerals
26–30 (Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite, Sti, Fe3C), relatively
large for minerals 1–20 (CO2, H2O, Sa, Coe, SiC, Phl,
Qtz, Glt, Tr, Dol, Sil, En, Lws, Ttn, Jd, Czo, Grs, Di,
Fo, Zrn), and intermediate for minerals 21–25 (Per, Fe–
Per, Ilm, Ky, Rt). For diamond formed at a high temperature Tf, the window is small for minerals 21–30
(Per, Fe–Per, Ilm, Ky, Rt, Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite,
Sti, Fe3C), but large for minerals 1–20 (CO2, H2O, Sa,
Coe, SiC, Phl, Qtz, Glt, Tr, Dol, Sil, En, Lws, Ttn, Jd,
Czo, Grs, Di, Fo, Zrn). Of the minerals reported to occur naturally as protective hosts of obducted low-temperature diamond in the converse setting (spinel,
kyanite, garnet, zircon, clinopyroxene, orthopyroxene,
see references above), only spinel is predicted to be favorable by the PPI model and it is the least protective of
the model minerals 26–30 (Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite,
Sti, Fe3C).
The converse setting is predicted generally to be
hostile to the survival of obducted diamond in the converse setting, despite many natural examples to the contrary. Either the paths of obduction are very different
from those modeled herein, or some other feature has
maintained an unexpected high confining pressure on
the diamond inside the host mineral. Van Roermund et
al. (2002) suggested that completely embedding the host
crystal in a larger crystal might have stabilized the diamond. Certainly, embedding the host mineral in another
may help it avoid rupture if actual values of remnant
pressure Pr on diamond are high. However, the MN order has been assigned on the basis of values of relative
slope for isovolume loci. Consequently, topology indicates that the mantling mineral has to have a considerably larger MN value than the host mineral to raise
significantly the remnant pressure Pr on diamond in the
converse setting. This is not the case for any of the reported examples. The same reasoning prevents most

chamber-sharing phases from contributing significantly
to equilibrium stability of diamond in the converse setting.
Natural examples of diamond in converse setting:
compound inclusions
Published examples of obducted terranes with host
minerals carrying diamond in the converse setting do
not involve simple inclusions. In most cases, the diamond shares the inclusion chamber either with other
crystalline minerals plus a supercritical fluid, or with
glass plus other crystalline minerals plus a supercritical
fluid; see above examples. Barron (2003) suggested, on
the basis of pressure-preservation factors (Pr / Pf ), that
sharing with a supercritical fluid would be a significant
contributor to the stability of obducted diamond in the
converse setting. The more exact modeling above indicates that such an additional protective mechanism is
required. The presence of such a fluid is confirmed for
the above natural examples of diamond in the converse
setting.
Schiano (2003) has claimed that inclusions of glass
in host phenocrysts of olivine remain under significant
remnant pressure at the Earth’s surface. For the conditions of sealing (Ps = 10 kbar, Ts = 1200°C), Schiano
considered two stages, namely a first stage of volcanic
delivery to (P = 0 bars, T = Ts), followed by a second
stage (0 bars, cooling to 0°C). During the first stage,
Schiano predicted an internal pressure Pc of 70–80% of
sealing pressure, which reduced to Pr at 50–70% of sealing pressure after the second stage. If diamond shares
an inclusion chamber with glass inside a host olivine
crystal, Sciano’s (2003) predictions imply that glass may
be able to reduce the chances of diamond converting to
graphite. However, although the PPI model data reproduces Schiano’s predictions during the first stage, for
the second stage (cooling), the PPI model predicts a
completely different behavior. This difference must
arise from the coefficient of thermal expansion used for
the glass. Using equation [3] and olivine (mineral 19)
as a host mineral (calibration data in Table 2), starting
at Sciano’s sealing conditions (P s T s) = (10 kbar,
1200°C), a value for Aglass can be no larger than 40 
10–6/°C before a glass inclusion would completely decompress at (0 bar, 0°C). Values for Aglass inherent in
Fei (1995, Table 4) and Gottsmann & Dingwell (2002)
are invariably greater at 50–130  10–6/°C for a wide
selection of basic and felsic glasses. Thus the PPI model
predicts the complete decompression of glass inclusions
in host olivine. Furthermore, these Aglass values result
in the same behavior for potential host-minerals 12–20
(En, Lws, Ttn, Jd, Czo, Grs, Di, Fo, Zrn). Glass has a
completely decompressed behavior for all host minerals reported to carry diamond + glass in the same inclusion chamber. Despite this, sharing the inclusion
chamber with glass would preferentially slow the conversion of diamond (converse setting) to graphite with

HOST–INCLUSION MODEL FOR DIAMOND

respect to interstitial diamond, most specifically at the
end of the first stage of volcanic delivery (high temperature but at the Earth’s surface). Although many of the
above examples have glass sharing the inclusion chamber, the occurrence described by van Roermund et al.
(2002) does not, indicating that supercritical fluids are
sufficient in providing this protection (Barron 2003).
The PPI model indicates that glass (Pr < 0) would be
much less effective in this protection than supercritical
fluids (Pr > 15 kbar: Navon 1991, Barron 2003).
These preventive aids appear necessary for the reported examples of survival of diamond in the converse
setting, regardless of the delivery mechanism, since the
confining pressure on a diamond-only inclusion
(converse setting) drops about twice as quickly as the
external pressure (see above). In view of this, graphitebearing eclogites should be examined for microcrystals
of diamond in the converse setting. This is especially
recommended if some aspects of mineral chemistry indicate attainment of the diamond-eclogite grade [high
levels of K in clinopyroxene: Harlow (1999), high levels of Na in garnet: McCandless & Gurney (1989)]. The
stability field of coesite is fairly close to that of diamond,
such that the same recommendation applies to coesitebearing rocks.

SUPERDEEP DIAMOND
Examples of superdeep diamond from the transition
zone are being recorded at more places every year
(Kaminsky et al. 2001). They have been found in
diatremes with cratonic diamond (Davies et al. 1999,
Sobolev et al. 2003), indicating that the last part of the
delivery mechanism is a rapid rise from the depths of
cratonic diamond formation within kimberlite. Periclase
and ferroan periclase have pressure-preservation factors
(PPF) of 0.25 (derived from [11], see last column in
Table 2). This fact leads to a predicted remnant pressure of Pr = 60 kbar, which much less than the 200 kbar
(Joswig et al. 1999) needed to keep such inclusions from
inverting from the high-pressure form. Minerals 26–30
(Spl, Crn, MgSi-perovskite, Sti, Fe3C) have isovolume
lines that lie near or occur at higher pressures than the
conditions of formation, leading tp PPF < 0 and Pr < 0.
Hence, all of the reported superdeep minerals are predicted to completely decompress and invert inside diamond, in agreement with natural examples reported by
Davies et al. (1999), Joswig et al. (1999), Kaminsky et
al. 2001).
It is not known whether all superdeep diamond is
delivered to the Earth’s surface in a single stage (picking up cratonic diamond on the way) or is carried up to
some intermediate depth and temporarily stored there.
Calculations using equation [2] indicate that stishovite
would be under a Pc of 90 kbar for an “intermediate storage at 50 kbar” scenario, and based on the stability field
of stishovite shown in Zhang et al. (1996), this internal
pressure would be sufficient to hold stishovite in the
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original high-pressure form. However, if the intermediate storage lasted very long, the superdeep diamond
would slowly relax at the high temperature, and the
stishovite inclusion would invert. This “stored” inversion should produce a different coarser texture than if
the superdeep diamond is delivered from the transition
zone rapidly in one stage to the Earth’s surface. Thus it
may be possible to evaluate texturally whether a crystal
of superdeep diamond is stored at some intermediate
depth. Joswig et al. (1999) reported a coarse equilibrium-induced inversion texture for Ca-silicate included
in alluvial crystals of diamond from Guinea (identified
as superdeep), suggestive of such an intermediate storage. This interpretation is not straightforward because
the composition of the inclusion is different from the
nearest test mineral used herein (MgSiO3, perovskite
structure). Furthermore, equation [2] indicates a Pc of
75 kbar for this sort of intermediate storage of MgSiO3
(perovskite structure), much less than the 275 kbar required to keep the original high-pressure form, according to values quoted in Karki et al. (2000). Despite these
differences, the extra internal pressure, and the extra
time available would permit a coarser inversion-induced
texture to form during an intermediate period of storage.
In the earlier section on rupture of inclusion chambers, the case was made that a superdeep crystal of diamond will generate positive P r for most included
minerals, despite the high temperature of formation. If
the inclusion chamber does not rupture, relevant inclusions in superdeep diamond should yield the age of crystallization.

SEALING PRESSURE FROM THE MEASURED
VALUE OF REMNANT PRESSURE
It has been shown above how a comparison of a
measured remnant pressure Pr value and that predicted
by the PPI model can identify an inclusion chamber that
has ruptured. Where this has happened, the measured Pr
actually represents the conditions of resealing. Equation
[3] can be used to evaluate this situation if the resealing
variables (Ts, Ps) are used in place of the formation variables (Tf, Pf). If an approximate temperature of sealing
is assumed, equation [3] can be solved for the sealing
pressure (Ps) as a function of the remnant pressure Pr.
This is done at Ts = 1250°C on Figure 8 for a range of Pr
values, resulting in the traces shown. Consider the example above, of a superdeep Brazilian diamond with Pr
in the range 5–8 kbar measured on a garnet inclusion
(Gillet et al. 2002). These values of remnant pressure
are high enough so that an elevated temperature of sealing Ts is appropriate; Figure 8 suggests the last rupture
occurred at about 65–70 kbar, similar to the fully corrected sealing pressure of 70 kbar calculated by Gillet
et al. (2002). Data in Kunz et al. (2002), if interpreted
through the PPI model (see above under rupture), indicate similar values of resealing of another Brazilian
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example of superdeep diamond. Resealing would thus
seem to have occurred while the superdeep crystals of
diamond were just below the base of the conditions of
formation of cratonic diamond, possibly during some
form of intermediate storage.
Graphite specks are common in diamonds. The sealing form of equation [3] can be used also to estimate the
conditions under which these specks form. Values for
graphite of Ag = 8.4  10–6/°C (ESPI web site, 2004)
and Bg = 0.28  10–6/kbar (Tang et al. 2000) generate
a slope for the isovolume locus of 3 kbar per 1000°C.
This is the lowest value of the slope for all of the minerals considered herein. On the basis of this finding,
graphite might behave like those minerals in the first
group, as a heritage-T mineral. However, at this stage,
it is not known when the specks of graphite formed,
rendering the classification of graphite uncertain. These
coefficients for graphite, when combined with the sealing form of [3], show that Ps = Pr / 0.92, relatively insensitive to temperature (a Ts of 1500°C causes Ps to be
about 5 kbar higher than at Ts = 0°C). However, if the
graphite is not well crystallized, the influence of temperature and pressure of sealing may be significantly
different. Basically, as a first approximation, the remnant pressure on a graphite inclusion represents the pres-

sure at which it formed. There do not appear to be any
measurements of Pr reported for graphite specks in diamond. If the specks formed near the Earth’s surface, the
PPI model predicts that they will be under a Pr less than
5 kbar. However if the specks formed earlier, during
growth of the diamond for example, values could be
higher than 20 kbar. Gogotsi et al. (1999) reported
graphite forming in response to deformation of diamond, so mechanical adjustment of diamond during
storage at depth may cause the specks to appear after
diamond formation but before delivery to the surface of
the Earth.

CONCLUSIONS
A linear model of the host–inclusion mineral system
is developed as a series of algebraic equations, and calibrated for thirty minerals plus diamond using published
data on thermal expansion and compressibility. Every
mineral can be unconditionally assigned to one of four
universal groups of inclusions on the basis of a simple
topological relationship. Supercritical fluid inclusions
have unique properties that require further investigation.
The model is topologically different if diamond is included in another host mineral, with regard to remnant

FIG. 8. Graph for determining the chamber-sealing pressure (bars) for different minerals
included in host diamond, based on measured values of remnant pressure (0, 10 , and 20
kbar). The temperature of sealing is assumed to be 1250°C.

HOST–INCLUSION MODEL FOR DIAMOND

pressure and decompression history during delivery to
the Earth’s surface. The model permits scientific interpretation of a wide range of textures and measurements
on diamond and associated minerals.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
It is an honor to publish in this special issue commemorating D.M. Carmichael’s contribution to the science of geology, but I especially want to acknowledge
his humor and empathy. The manuscript benefitted from
reviews by B.J. Barron, D. Canil, S.R. Lishmund, and
T. McCandless, whereas editors D. Pattison and R.
Martin exercised skill and patience. I. Tyler drew my
attention to a critical reference on Argyle. Published
with the permission of the Director General, New South
Wales Department of Mineral Resources.

221

________, TURNER, G. & HARRIS, J.W. (1992): 40Ar–39Ar laser probe studies of clinopyroxene inclusions in eclogitic
diamonds. Geochim. Cosmochim. Acta 56, 389-402.
CAMERON, M., SUENO, S., PREWITT, C.T. & PAPIKE, J.J. (1973):
High temperature chemistry of acmite, diopside, hedebergite, jadeite, spodumene and ureyite. Am. Mineral. 58, 594–
618.
CHOPIN, C. (2003): Ultrahigh-pressure metamorphism: tracing
continental crust into the mantle. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett.
212, 1-14.
COHEN, L.H. & ROSENFELD, J.L. (1979): Diamond: depth of
crystallisation inferred from compressed included garnet.
J. Geol. 87, 333-340.

REFERENCES

COMODI, P., MELLINI, M., UNGARETTI, L. & ZANAZZI, P.F.
(1991): Compressibility and high pressure structure refinement of tremolite, pargasite and glaucophane. Eur. J. Mineral. 3, 485-499.

ACCURATUS WEB SITE (2002): Materials, Engineering Properties. Anonymous. www.accuratus.com, Enginerering properties of silicon carbide.

________, ZANAZZI, P.F., POLI, S. & SCHMIDT, M.W. (1997):
High-pressure behavior of kyanite: compressibility and
structural deformations. Am. Mineral. 82, 452-459.

ADAMS, H.G., COHEN, L.H. & ROSENFELD, J.L. (1975): Solid
inclusion piezothermometry. II. Geometric basis, calibration for the association quartz–garnet, and application to
some pelitic schists. Am. Mineral. 60, 584-598.

DAVIES, R.M., GRIFFIN, W.L., PEARSON, N.J., ANDREW, A.S.,
DOYLE, B.J. & O’REILLY, S.Y. (1999): Diamonds from the
deep: pipe DO–27, Slave Craton, Canada. In Proc. Seventh
Int. Kimberlite Conf. 1 (J.J. Gurney, J.L. Gurney, M.D.
Pascoe & S.H. Richardson, eds.). Red Roof Design, Cape
Town, South Africa (148-155).

AMES LABORATORY WEB SITE (2002): News/release/borides.
html. Summary information for new high-hardness materials based on AlMgBl4. Anonymous. www.ameslab.gov,
Bulk Modulus of SiC.
BARRON, L.M. (2003): A simple model for the pressure preservation index of inclusions in diamond. Am. Mineral. 88,
1615-1619.
________, LISHMUND, S.R., OAKES, G.M., BARRON, B.J. &
SUTHERLAND, F.L. (1996): Subduction model for the origin
of some diamonds in the Phanerozoic of eastern New South
Wales. Aust. J. Earth Sci. 43, 257-267.
BERMAN, R. (1994): Density, lattice constant and expansion
coefficients of diamond. In Properties and Growth of Diamond (G. Davies, ed.). EMIS Data Reviews, Ser. 9.
INSPEC, The Institution of Electrical Engineers, Michael
Faraday House, Stevenage, U.K. (23-26).
BIRCH, F. (1966): Compressibility: elastic constants. In Handbook of Physical Constants (S.P. Clark, ed.). Geol. Soc.
Am., Mem. 97, 97-173.
BURGESS, R., PHILLIPS, D., HARRIS, J.W. & ROBINSON, D.N.
(1998): Antarctic diamonds in south-eastern Australia?
Hints from 40Ar/39Ar laser probe dating of clinopyroxene
inclusions from Copeton diamonds. In Proc. Seventh Int.
Kimberlite Conf. 1 (J.J. Gurney et al., eds.). Red Roof
Design, Capetown, South Africa (119-121).

________, ________, ________ & ANDREW, A.S. (2003):
Unusual mineral inclusions and carbon isotopes of alluvial
diamonds from Bingara, eastern Australia. Lithos 69, 5166.
DOBRZHINESTSKAYA , L.F., GREEN , H.W., WESCHLER , M.,
DARUS, M., WANG, YOUNG-CHUNG, MASSONNE, H.J. &
STOCKHERT, B. (2003): Focused ion beam technique and
transmission electron microscope studies of microdiamond
from the Saxonian Erzgebirge, Germany. Earth Planet. Sci.
Lett. 210, 399-410.
________, ________, ________, M ASSONNE , H.J. &
STOCKHERT, B. (2001): Origin of microdiamonds from ultra-high pressure terranes. In 11th Annual V.M. Goldshmidt
Conf. (Hot Spring, Virginia), Abstr. #3305 (CD–ROM).
ESPI WEB SITE (2004): Coefficient of thermal expansion of
super-conductive graphite, anon. www.espimetals.com/
tech/graphite-superconductive.pdf.
FEI, Y.W. (1995): Thermal expansion. In Mineral Physics and
Crystallography. A Handbook of Physical Constants.
American Geophysical Union, Washington, D.C. (29-44).
FLESCH, L.M., LI, BAOSHENG & LIEBERMANN, R.C. (1998):
Sound velocities of polycrystalline MgSiO3-orthopyroxene
to 10 GPa at room temperature. Am. Mineral. 83, 444-450.

222

THE CANADIAN MINERALOGIST

GILLET, P., SAUTTER, V., HARRIS, J., REYNARD, B., HARTE, B.
& KUNZ, M. (2002): Raman spectroscopic study of garnet
inclusions in diamonds from the mantle transition zone.
Am. Mineral. 87, 312-317.

________, WILCOCK, I.C. & NAVON, O. (1996): Raman shifts
of diamond inclusion – a possible barometer. In Proc Seventh Int. Kimberlite Conf. 1 (J.J. Gurney et al., eds.). Red
Roof Design, Capetown South Africa (355–357).

GOGOTSI, Y.G., KAILER, A. & NICKEL, K.G. (1999): Transformation of diamond to graphite. Nature 401, 663-664.

JACOBSEN, S.D., ANGELL, R.J., REICHMANN, H.J., MACKWELL,
S.J., MCCAMMON, C.A., SMYTH, J.R. & SPETZLER, H.A.
(1999): Hydrostatic compression of single crystal
mangesiowustite. Am. Geophys. Union Trans. (Eos) 80,
Suppl. T12C-05, 937 (abstr.).

GOTTSMANN, J. & DINGWELL, D.B. (2002): Thermal expansivities of supercooled haplobasaltic liquids. Geochim.
Cosmochim. Acta 66, 2231-2238.
GRAHAM, E.K. & CYBRIWSKY, Z.A. (1981): Garnet inclusions
in diamond and the state of the upper mantle. Phys. Chem.
Minerals 7, 216-222.
HAN, YUJING, ZHANG, ZEMING & LUI, RONG (1997): Melt inclusions in eclogites from high-pressure and ultra-high pressure
metamorphic belt in the Dabie Mountains, China. In Proc.
30th Int. Geol. Congress (Beijing), (Yunhui Huang & Yawen
Cao, eds.) 16, 255-263. VSP, Utrecht, The Netherlands.
HARLOW, G.E. (1999): Interpretation of Kcpx and CaEs components in clinopyroxene from diamond inclusions and
mantle samples. In Proc. Seventh Int. Kimberlite Conf. 1
(J.J. Gurney et al., eds.). Red Roof Design, Capetown,
South Africa (321-331).
HARRIS, J.W., MILLEDGE, H.J., BARRON, T.H.K. & MUNN, R.W.
(1970): Thermal expansion of garnets included in diamond.
J. Geophys. Res. 75, 5775-5792.
HAZEN, R.M. & FINGER, L.W. (1976a): The crystal structures
and compressibilities of layer minerals at high pressure. II.
Phlogopite and chlorite. Am. Mineral. 63, 293-296.
________ & ________ (1976b): Crystal structures and
compressibilities of pyrope and grossular to 60 kbar. Am.
Mineral. 63, 297-303.
________ & ________ (1979): Crystal structure and
compressibility of zircon at high pressure. Am. Mineral.
64,196-201.
HELGESON, H.C., DELANY, J.M., NESBITT, H.W. & BIRD, D.K.
(1978): Summary and critique of the thermodynamic properties of rock forming minerals. Am. J. Sci. 278A, 1-229.
HOLLAND, T.J.B. (1988): Prelimary phase relations involving
glaucophane and applications to high pressure petrology:
new heat capacity and thermodynamic data. Contrib. Mineral. Petrol. 99, 134-142.
________ & POWELL, R. (1985): An internally consistent thermodynamic dataset with uncertainties and correlations. 2.
Data and results. J. Metamorph. Geol. 3, 343-370.
HUGH-JONES, D. (1997): Thermal expansion of MgSiO3 and
FeSiO3 ortho- and clinopyroxenes. Am. Mineral. 82, 689696.
I ZRAELI , E., H ARRIS , J.W. & N AVON, O. (1999): Raman
barometry of diamond formation. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett.
173, 351-360.

JAQUES, L. & SMITH, C.B. (2002): The Argyle (AK1) diamond
deposit, Western Australia. In Geoscience 2002: Expanding Horizons (V.P. Preiss, ed.). Sixteenth Australian Geological Convention (Adelaide), 67 (264).
JOSWIG, W., STACHEL, T., HARRIS, J.W., BAUR, W.H. & BREY,
G.P. (1999): New Ca-silicate inclusions in diamonds – tracers from the lower mantle. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 173, 1-6.
KAMINSKY, F.V., ZAKHARCHENKO, O.D., DAVIES, R.M., GRIFFIN, W.L., KHACHATRYAN-BLINOVA, G.K. & SHIRYAEV,
A.A. (2001): Superdeep diamonds from the Juina area,
Mato Grosso State, Brazil. Contrib. Mineral. Petrol. 140,
734-753.
KARKI, B.B., DUAN, W., DA SILVA, C.R.S. & WENTZCOVITCH,
R.M. (2000): Ab initio structure of MgSiO3 ilmenite at high
pressure. Am. Mineral. 85, 317-320.
KRETZ, R. (1983): Symbols for rock-forming minerals. Am.
Mineral. 68, 277-279.
KUNZ, M., ARLT, T. & STOLZ, J. (2000). In situ powder diffraction study of titanite (CaTiOSiO4) at high pressure and high
temperature. Am. Mineral. 85,1465-1473.
________, GILLET, P., FIQUET, G., SAUTTER, V., GRAAFSMA,
H., CONRAD, P. & HARRIS, J. (2002): Combined in situ Xray diffraction and Raman spectroscopy on majoritic garnet inclusions in diamonds. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 198,
485-493.
LEVIEN, L. & PREWITT, C.T. (1981): High-pressure crystal
structure and compressibility of coesite. Am. Mineral. 66,
324-333.
LIU, LIN-GUN, MERNAGH, T.P. & JAQUES, A.L. (1990): A mineralogical Raman spectroscopy study on eclogitic garnet
inclusions in diamonds from Argyle. Contrib. Mineral.
Petrol. 105, 156-161.
LUO, S.N., MOSENFELDER, J.L., ASIMOW, P.D. & AHRENS, T.J.
(2002): Stishovite and its implications in geophysics: new
results from shock-wave experiments and theoretical modelling. Phys.-Uspekhi 45, 435-439.
MARTENS, R., ROSENHAUER, M. & GEHLEN , K.V. (1982):
Compressibilities of carbonates. In High-Pressure
Researches in Geoscience (E. Schreyer, ed.). E. SchweizerbartscheVerlagbuchhandlung, Stuttgart, Germany (215–
222).

HOST–INCLUSION MODEL FOR DIAMOND

MASSONNE, H.J. (1999): A new occurrence of microdiamonds
in quartzofeldspathic rocks in the Saxonian Erzgebrige,
Germany, and their metamorphic evolution. In Proc. Seventh Int. Kimberlite Conf. 1 (J.J. Gurney et al., eds.). Red
Roof Design, Capetown, South Africa 2, 533-539.
MCCANDLESS, T.E. & GURNEY, J.J. (1989). Sodium in garnet
and potassium in clinopyroxene: criteria for classifying
mantle eclogites. In Kimberlites and Related Rocks. 2.
Their Mantle/Crust Setting, Diamonds and Diamond Exploration (J.M. Ross et al., ed.). Geol. Soc. Aust., Spec.
Publ. 14, 827-832.
M EYER , H.O.A., M ILLEDGE , H.J., S UTHERLAND , F.L. &
KENNEWELL, P. (1997): Unusual diamonds and unique inclusions from New South Wales, Australia. Russ. Geol.
Geophys. 38(2), 305-331.
MILLEDGE ,H..J. & MENDELSSOHN, M.J. (1988): X-ray diffraction studies of coesite inclusions in diamond. Z. Kristallogr.
185, 609.
MYERS, J., SHAW, R. & TYLER, I. (1996): Tectonic evolution of
Proterozoic Australia. Tectonics 15, 1431-1446.
NAVON, O. (1991): High internal pressures in diamond fluid
inclusions determined by infrared-absorption. Nature 353,
746-748.
NIMIS, P. (2002): The pressures and temperatures of formation
of diamond based on thermobarometry of chromian
diopside inclusions. Can. Mineral. 40, 871-884.
OGASAWARA, Y., OHTA, M., FUKASAWA, K., KATAYAMA, I. &
MARUYAMA, S. (2002): Diamond-bearing and diamondfree metacarbonate rocks from Kumdy-Kol in the
Kokchetav massif, northern Kazakhstan. The Island Arc 9,
400-416.
OHTA, M., MOCK, T., OGASAWARA, Y. & RUMBLE, D. (2003):
Oxygen, carbon, and strontium isotope geochemistry of
diamond-bearing carbonate rocks from Kumdy-Kol,
Kokchetav massif, Kazakhstan. Lithos 70, 77-90.
O LINGER , B. (1977): Compression studies of forsterite
(Mg2SiO4) and enstatite (MgSiO3). In High Pressure Research Applications in Geophysics (M.H. Manghnani &
S.I. Akimoto, eds.). Academic Press, New York, N.Y.
(325–334).
REEDER, R.J. & MARKGRAF, S.A. (1986): High temperature
crystal chemistry of dolomite. Am. Mineral. 71, 795-804.
ROBIE, R.A., HEMINGWAY, B.S. & FISHER, J.R. (1979): Thermodynamic properties of minerals and related substances
at 298.15 K and 1 bar (105 pascals) pressure and at higher
temperatures. U.S. Geol. Surv., Bull. 1452.
ROCHOLL, A. & WIRTH, R. (2003): Diamond-bearing low-degree melts within the Hawaiian mantle lithosphere.
Geophys. Res. Abs. 5, 13655.
ROERMUND, H.L.M., CARSWELL, D.A., DRURY, M.R. &
HEIJBOER, T.C. (2002): Microdiamonds in a megacrystic

VAN

223

garnet websterite pod from Bardane on the island of
Fjortoft, western Norway: evidence for diamond formation
in mantle rocks during deep continental subduction. Geology 30, 959-962.
ROSENFELD, J.L. & CHASE, A.B. (1961): Pressure and temperature of crystallization from elastic effects around solid inclusions in minerals? Am. J. Sci. 259, 519-541.
ROSELL, G.T. & ENGI, M. (2002): Ultra-high pressure (UHP)
terrains: lessons from thermal modelling. Am. J. Sci. 302,
410-441.
SCHIANO, P. (2003): Primitive mantle magmas recorded as silicate melt inclusions in igneous minerals. Earth Sci. Rev.
63, 121-144.
SKINNER, B.J. (1966): Thermal expansion. In Handbook of
Physical Constants (S.P. Clark Jr., ed.). Geol. Soc. Am.,
Mem. 97, 75–96.
SMITH, F.G. (1953): Historical development of inclusion thermometry. University of Toronto Press, Toronto, Ontario.
________ (1963): Physical Geochemistry. Addison-Wesley
Publishing, Reading, Massachusetts.
SOBOLEV, N.V. (1977): Deep seated inclusions in kimberlites
and the problem of the composition of the upper mantle.
(D.A. Brown, translator; F.R. Boyd, ed.). American Geophysical Union, Washington, D.C.
________, FURSENKO, B.A. ,GORYAINOV, S.V., SHU, J.F.,
HEMLEY, R.J., MAO, HO-KWANG & BOYD, F.R. (2000):
Fossilized high pressure from the Earth’s deep interior: the
coesite-in-diamond barometer. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci.
97(22), 11875-11879.
________, LOGVINOVA, A.M., ZEDGENIZOV, D.A. & YEFIMOVA,
E.S. (2003): Mineral inclusions in microdiamonds and
macrodiamonds from kimberlites of Yakutia: a comparative study. Proc. Eighth Int. Kimberlite Conf., Long Abstract FLA0143, pp. 1-3.
________ & SHATSKY, V.S. (1990): Diamond inclusions in
garnets from metamorphic rocks. Nature 343, 742-746.
SPEAR, F.S. (1993): Metamorphic Phase-Equilibria and Pressure – Temperature – Time Paths. Mineralogical Society
of America, Washington, D.C.
STOCKHERT, B., DUYSTER, J., TREPMANN, C. & MASSONNE, H.J.
(2001): Microdiamond daughter crystals precipitated from
supercritical COH + silicate fluids included in garnet,
Erzgebirge, Germany. Geology 29, 391-394.
SUENO, S.M., CAMERON, M., PAPIKE, J.J. & PREWITT, C.T.
(1973): The high temperature crystal chemistry of
tremolite. Am. Mineral. 58, 649-664.
T ANG , J IE , Q IN , L U-C HANG , S ASAKI , T., Y UDASAKA , M.,
MATSUSHITA, A. & IIJIMA, S. (2000): Compressibility and
polygonization of single-walled carbon nanotubes under
hydrostatic pressure. Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 1887-1889.

224

THE CANADIAN MINERALOGIST

USUI, T., NAKAMURA, E., KOBAYASHI, K., MARUYAMA, S. &
HELMSTAEDT, H. (2003): Fate of the subducted Farallon
plate inferred from eclogite xenoliths in the Colorado Plateau. Geology 31, 589-592.

XU, SHUTONG, OKAY, A.I. & JI, SHUOYAN, SENGOR, A.M., SU,
WEN, LIU, YICAN & JIANG, LAI LI (1992): Diamond from
Dabie Shan metamorphic rocks and its implication for tectonic setting. Science 256, 80-82.

VOVADLO, L., BRODHOLT, J., DOBSON, D.P., KNIGHT, K.S.,
MARSHALL, W.G., PRICE, G.D. & WOOD, I.G. (2002): The
effect of ferromagnetism on the equation of state of Fe3C
studied by first-principles calculations. Earth Planet. Sci.
Lett. 203, 567-575.

YANG, H., HAZEN, R.M., FINGER, L.W., PREWITT, C.T. &
DOWNS, R.T. (1997): Compressibility and crystal structure
of sillimanite, Al2SiO5, at high pressure. Phys. Chem. Minerals 25, 39-47.

WANG, H. (2002): Thermal expansion of zircon. On NASA
Technical Web Site, Reducing CTE Mismatch Between
Coatings and Si-Based Ceramics. http://www.nasatech.
com/Briefs/Jun98/LEW16393.html
WECHSLER, B.A. & PREWITT, C.T. (1984): Crystal structure of
ilmenite (FeTiO3) at high temperature and high pressure.
Am. Mineral. 69, 176-185.
WINTER, J.K. & GHOSE, S. (1979): Thermal expansion and
high-temperature crystal chemistry of the Al 2 SiO 5
polymorphs. Am. Mineral. 64, 573–586.
WIRTH, R. & ROCHOLL, A. (2002): Nano-diamonds in melt inclusions in ortho- and clinopyroxene from mantle
xenoliths, Salt Lake Crater, Hawaii. Trans. Am. Geophys.
Union (Eos) 83, 47 (abstr.).

ZHANG, J. & KOSTAK, P., JR. (2002): Thermal equation of state
of magnesiowustite (Mg0.6Fe0.4)O. Phys. Earth Planet. Int.
129, 301-311.
________, LI, B., UTSUMI, W. & LIEBERMANN, R.C. (1996): In
situ X-ray observations of the coesite–stishovite transition:
reversed phase boundary and kinetics. Phys. Chem. Minerals 23,1-10.
ZHANG, YOUXUE (1998): Mechanical and phase equilibria in
inclusion-host systems. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 157, 209222.

Received August 5, 2003, revised manuscript accepted December 3, 2003.

