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The crystallisation of carbon from the melt under extreme conditions is highly relevant to

earth and planetary science,1,2 materials manufacturing, and nuclear fusion research.3 The

thermodynamic conditions near the graphite-diamond-liquid (GDL) triple point are espe-

cially of interest for geological and technological applications, but high-pressure flash heat-

ing experiments aiming to resolve this region of the phase diagram of carbon exhibit large

discrepancies.4–7 Experimental challenges are often related to the persistence of metastable

crystalline or glassy phases, superheated crystals, or supercooled liquids. A deeper under-

standing of the crystallisation kinetics of diamond and graphite is crucial for effectively in-

terpreting the outcomes of these experiments. Here, we reveal the microscopic mechanisms

of diamond and graphite nucleation from liquid carbon through molecular simulations with

first-principles machine learning potentials. Our simulations accurately reproduce the ex-

perimental phase diagram of carbon in the region around the GDL triple point and show that

liquid carbon crystallises spontaneously upon cooling at constant pressure. Surprisingly,

metastable graphite crystallises in the domain of diamond thermodynamic stability at pres-

sures above the triple point. Furthermore, whereas diamond crystallises through a classical

nucleation pathway, graphite follows a two-step process in which low-density fluctuations

forego ordering. Calculations of the nucleation rates of the two competing phases confirm

this result and reveal a manifestation of Ostwald’s step rule8 where the strong metastability

of graphite hinders the transformation to the stable diamond phase. Our results provide a

new key to interpreting melting and recrystallisation experiments and shed light on nucle-

ation kinetics in polymorphic materials with deep metastable states.

The extremely diverse technological applications of carbon materials stem from the different

types of covalent bonding with tetrahedral patterns in diamond and tetrahedral amorphous carbon

on one hand, and hexagonal motifs in graphite or graphitic carbon on the other. Such differences

in covalent bonding engender large metastability of both common crystalline phases, graphite,

and diamond. These chemical features dictate the phase diagram of carbon, which exhibits a

graphite-liquid-diamond triple point at about 12 GPa and 4500 K. Whereas the "diamond-in-the-

sky" hypothesis2 and recent experiments on nuclear fusion by laser shock compression3 have

prompted several studies of the phase diagram of carbon and hydrocarbons at extreme pressures,

the GDL triple point region has not been thoroughly addressed either by experiments or simula-

tions. Conversely, understanding the thermodynamics and kinetics of phase changes in this region

is of paramount importance for materials and planetary sciences. For example, in geosciences, dia-
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monds reveal tectonic processes in Earth-like planets and the deep-earth cycle of carbon and other

light elements.1 In materials processing, in turn, the liquid phase is an intermediate in the laser

synthesis of carbon materials including artificial diamonds, nanodiamonds, and N-vacancy doped

diamonds for quantum computing, and its crystallisation behaviour upon cooling determines the

properties of the synthesis products.9

Ostwald hypothesized that nucleation from the melt does not necessarily proceed directly to

the thermodynamically most stable phase but through the phase that is separated by the lowest

free energy barrier from the liquid.8 This effect significantly accelerates crystallisation rates in

the presence of metastable critical points.10 Molecular simulations of nucleation from the melt

confirmed Ostwald’s step rule hypothesis in Lennard-Jones liquids, colloidal particles, and pro-

tein crystallisation.11–13 In the latter case, a two-step process was observed experimentally us-

ing dynamic light scattering and time-resolved spectroscopy. Non-classical multi-stage nucleation

pathways have also been discussed in the context of mineralisation from solution, with abundant

numerical and experimental evidence,14 and in the case of polymorphic materials the precipitation

of metastable phases has been observed.15 Nevertheless, it is unexpected to encounter such a rich

phenomenology in the homogeneous nucleation of a simple monoatomic system like carbon.

In this Letter, we investigate the kinetic aspects of the crystallisation of diamond and graphite

probing homogeneous nucleation from molten carbon at moderate pressures using machine-

learning accelerated quantum-accurate molecular dynamics simulations. The range of pressures

considered, between 5 and 30 GPa, corresponds to the pressure of the Earth’s mantle between

120 and 750 Km. Our simulations show the unexpected spontaneous crystallisation of metastable

graphite at pressures up to 15 GPa, well within the domain of thermodynamic stability of dia-

mond, and unravel the fundamentally distinct molecular mechanisms that lead to the nucleation

of diamond and graphite. Our simulations exhibit a combination of these effects that are the con-

sequence of Ostwald’s step rule and the large free energy barrier between graphite and diamond.

These observations open new perspectives in the theory of crystallisation of single-component

systems with metastable phases.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Phase diagram and spontaneous crystallisation

We first discuss the phase diagram of carbon in the region of the GDL triple point (Figure 1a).

The triple point was initially determined at T= 4100± 200 K, and P= 12.5± 1 GPa by extrapo-

lating the experimental graphite-diamond coexistence line to high temperatures.16 Extrapolating

the melting curves of graphite5 and diamond4 suggests that the triple point should be at a higher

temperature, between 4400 and 4800 K. However, in general, the experimental determination of

the GDL triple point entails large uncertainties.17 In contrast to earlier measurements,18 experi-

ments now agree that the melting line of diamond has a positive slope while that of graphite has a

negative slope at the triple point. The melting temperature of graphite also exhibits a maximum at

∼5 GPa. This was initially thought to be indicative of a liquid-liquid phase transition, which has

not been confirmed by further simulations or experiments.19,20

The graphite-liquid and diamond-liquid coexistence lines along with their metastable exten-

sions were computed by large-scale phase-coexistence MD simulations. Our simulations success-

fully reproduce the experimental phase diagram and validate the accuracy of the machine learning

potential utilized in this study. The intersection between the two melting curves establishes a GDL

triple point at P=10.5±0.5 GPa and T=4650±50 K, at a slightly lower pressure than in experiments

but well within the temperature range. The diamond-liquid coexistence line agrees with former

FPMD simulations.20,21 Remarkably, our model reproduces the reentrant melting line of graphite

in excellent agreement with measurements.5 This, to our knowledge, was never replicated in for-

mer molecular simulations. The reason for the negative slope of the melting line of graphite near

the triple point is that the density of liquid carbon is higher than that of graphite at pressures higher

than 2 GPa (Figure 1b). The density crossover at 2 GPa corresponds to the change of slope of the

graphite melting line from positive to negative. This characteristic is extremely consequential for

the crystallisation behaviour of graphite and diamond and is not captured by either empirical po-

tentials or machine learning models fitted on different functionals.22–24 Notably, using different

parameterisations of NEP does not have a significant effect on the melting lines and the location

of the triple point. The phase diagrams reported in Figure S1 share the same features as those in

Figure 1.
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FIG. 1. (a) Phase diagram of carbon in the moderate pressure range 2-35 GPa. The melting temperatures

of diamond (blue diamonds) and graphite (red squares) computed by phase coexistence molecular dynam-

ics are represented by symbols with error bars. The purple dashed line is our theoretical estimate of the

graphite/diamond phase boundary. The experimental phase diagram (brown line) combines results from

4 and 5(black triangles). The temperatures at which we observed spontaneous crystallisation of diamond

(blue) and graphite (red) are indicated with the respective symbols without error bars. The dashed black

line indicates the maximum pressure at which graphite nucleates faster than diamond. The dashed-dotted

lines indicate the homogeneous nucleation temperature for graphite (red) and diamond (blue), defined as

the temperature at which crystal nucleation is faster than 1014 m−3s−1. (b) Density of diamond, graphite at

5000K, and liquid carbon at both 4000 and 5000 K at different pressures.
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Due to the small size of molecular models and the use of periodic boundary conditions, MD

simulations customarily overestimate the stability of liquid phases below the melting point and the

formation of amorphous phases by quenching from the melt. However, MD runs in which liquid

carbon is quenched at the rate of 60 K/ns exhibit spontaneous crystallisation into either diamond

or graphite depending on the pressure. The temperatures at which spontaneous crystallisation

was observed are reported in the phase diagram (Figure 1a) and define the lowest-temperature

boundary of the region of metastability of supercooled liquid carbon. This leads us to conclude

that liquid carbon, as opposed to the other group IV elemental liquids like silicon and germanium,

is not a good glass former at high pressure. Therefore, quenching from the melt at high pressure

is not a viable route to obtain tetrahedral amorphous carbon. The temperature of spontaneous

crystallisation of graphite decreases with pressure with a more accentuated negative slope than

the phase coexistence line. Conversely, the temperature of spontaneous crystallisation of diamond

increases with pressure but at a similar rate as the melting curve.

Strikingly, we observe spontaneous crystallisation of graphite at pressures as high as 15 GPa,

which is about 5 GPa higher than the pressure of the GDL triple point and 7 GPa higher than

the graphite-diamond phase boundary at the crystallisation temperature. The occurrence of a

metastable structure in the crystallisation pathway is predicted by Ostwald’s step rule when the

metastable phase has a lower free energy barrier than the thermodynamically stable one.8,25 This

condition corresponds to a closer structural similarity between the nucleating metastable structure

and the parent liquid. We observe that the highest pressure at which graphite crystallizes sponta-

neously corresponds to the condition where the density of the liquid is midway between that of

graphite and that of diamond. (see Figure 1b). This observation suggests that the density in the liq-

uid is an important driver of crystallisation. In turn, the change of preference for spontaneous crys-

tallisation from graphite to diamond is not dictated by any abrupt changes in the structure of liquid

carbon: both the pair correlation function and the angular distribution function undergo gradual

changes as the pressure increases (Figure S2). In most cases, the metastable nucleus transforms

spontaneously into the stable phase as it grows. In our simulations, however, graphite persists, as

the activation free energy to transform graphite into diamond is high and crystallization happens

too rapidly. The crystallisation of metastable crystalline phases from rapidly quenched liquids

has been observed for minerals and alloys, especially when simple low-density structures compete

with complex structures, but it was not formerly hypothesized for carbon. The pressure conditions

between the graphite-diamond phase coexistence line and 15 GPa are not sufficient to overcome
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the high barrier to transforming graphite into diamond over the typical MD timescales.26,27 How-

ever, experimentally graphite transforms directly into diamond upon compression at 12.5 GPa

above 3000 K,28 thus suggesting that graphite would be a long-lived metastable intermediate state

in the crystallisation of diamond.

Nucleation rates
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FIG. 2. Nucleation rates of graphite and diamond calculated by FFS. (a) A 3D view of log base 10

rate (m−3s−1) as a function of both temperature and pressure shows graphite and diamond yield similar

nucleation rates at ∼ 15 GPa over a range of temperature. In the contour of the log base 10 rates for (b)

graphite and (c) diamond, the iso-rate lines are nearly parallel. Solid lines on the contour indicate the

homogeneous nucleation limit (defined as nucleation with the rate of 1014 m−3s−1). In (d∼f), the calculated

nucleation rates through FFS (solid symbols) for both graphite and diamond can be fitted well against

classical nucleation theory (dashed lines) at 13 GPa, 15 GPa, and 17 GPa, respectively. The star in (e)

stands for the nucleation rate of graphite obtained by direct simulation at 3650 K and 15 GPa (see text).

To validate the observed metastable crystallisation of graphite from liquid carbon, we computed

the nucleation rates of graphite and diamond at moderate supercooling. These calculations require
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the use of an enhanced sampling technique with the possibility of biasing the nucleation of either

phase. For this purpose, we used forward flux sampling molecular dynamics.29,30 To identify

the graphite and diamond nucleating crystallites we adopted local order parameters based on the

spherical harmonic expansion of the atomic environment ‘ql-dot".31,32 For diamond we use l = 6

and for graphite l = 3 with the additional constraint that atoms must be three-fold coordinated.

Figure 2(a-c) shows the nucleation rates of graphite and diamond as a function of temperature

up to 4100 K at P =13, 15, and 17 GPa. These calculations confirm a preference for graphite

crystallisation at any temperature at 13 GPa. Nucleation rates for the two phases are similar at

15 GPa with a slight preference for graphite, whereas crystallisation of diamond is predominant at

17 GPa.

The rates and the estimates of nuclei critical size obtained by FFS allow us to fit a model based

on classical nucleation theory (CNT). In CNT, the free energy of formation of a crystalline nucleus

of size N in a liquid is the result of a negative term that accounts for the difference in chemical

potential between the solid and the liquid (∆µ) and a positive term that accounts for the cost of

creating solid/liquid interface. The CNT rate can be expressed as:

RCNT (T ) = Aexp
(
−∆G⋆

kBT

)
(1)

where A is a kinetic prefactor and ∆G⋆ is the free energy of formation of the critical nucleus:

∆G⋆ =
16πγ3

LS
3ρ2∆µ2 (2)

In this expression, ρ is the number density of the solid, and γLS is the average interfacial tension

between the liquid and the solid phase. ∆µ is usually approximated as ∆µ = ∆Hm(Tm − T )/T

where the enthalpy of melting (∆Hm) and the melting temperature (Tm) are calculated from MD

simulations at solid/liquid coexistence conditions, leaving A and γLS as the only unknowns. Fig-

ure 2(a-c) shows that CNT (continuous lines) fits the FFS nucleation rates of both graphite and

diamond. We note that the fitting of the FFS rate against CNT does not rely on the assumption

of a spherical critical nucleus, but only requires the shape to remain unchanged at different tem-

peratures. ∆G⋆ obtained from this fit provides an estimate of the effective liquid/solid interfacial

tension for graphite and diamond nuclei assumed spherical, where the former is γLS,G = 1.15 J/m2

and the latter is γLS,D ∼ 2.0 J/m2 at P = 15 GPa. At an atomistic level, the high value of γLS,D at

moderate pressure can be explained by the stark difference in the bonding environment between

the liquid, mostly three-fold coordinated, and the four-fold coordinated diamond crystallite.32 The
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much smaller value of γLS,G suggests that the direct nucleation of diamond can occur only when

the chemical potential term is dominant, i.e. when the liquid is substantially more supercooled

with respect to diamond than to graphite.

Fitting the CNT model on rates at different pressures provides an estimate of the thermody-

namic conditions for metastable crystallisation of graphite (Figure 2a). In analogy with other

cases in which liquids that can be supercooled well below the melting line, e.g. water, we can

define a homogeneous nucleation limit for supercooled liquid carbon as the temperature at which

R < 1014 m−3s−1. The homogeneous nucleation lines and the line at which graphite and diamond

nucleation rates are equal are also represented in Figure 1a.

Nucleation pathways

To study unbiased nucleation pathways and obtain an estimate of the nucleation rates of

graphite and diamond at deep supercooling,33 we have performed direct MD simulations at pres-

sures of 15 GPa and 15.5 GPa and temperature of 3650 K. Averaging over 10 runs at each

pressure, we computed a mean first passage time (MFPT) τMFPT = 21.1± 2.8 ns corresponding

to a nucleation rate of 1.7±0.2×1033 s−1m−3 for graphite at 15 GPa, and τMFPT = 16.3±5.4 ns

corresponding to 2.3±0.7× 1033 s−1m−3 for diamond at 15.5 GPa. The (MFPT) nucleation rate

of graphite is found to match well the CNT model fitted through the FFS rates (Figure 2e), further

confirming the validity of CNT and the applicability of FFS for graphite nucleation.

Comparing the qualitative features of the growing nuclei in direct simulations to FFS con-

firms that the chosen order parameters to define the flux interfaces do not bias the sampling to-

wards unrealistic nucleation pathways. Figure 3 shows snapshots along the crystallisation pathway

of graphite and diamond from unbiased simulations in which liquid carbon is cooled at 15 and

15.5 GPa. Diamond nucleates into compact crystallites with an isotropic aspect ratio, which justi-

fies the spherical nucleus approximation often adopted in CNT. Similar behaviour was observed in

the crystallisation of other tetrahedral systems, including silicon, germanium, and water ice.30,34

This also means that the average estimate of γLS,D is reliable. Conversely, graphite nucleation

proceeds through the formation and stacking of small graphite patches which produce anisotropic

crystallites elongated along the cross-plane axis of graphite (Figure 3(top). The growing graphite

crystals are highly non-spherical and the free energy of the interface between the different facets

and the liquid dictates their shape.
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Nucleation pathways
Graphite

Diamond

FIG. 3. Nucleation pathways of graphite (top row) and diamond (bottom row) from direct molecular

dynamics simulations at pressures of 15 and 15.5 GPa and temperature of 3650 K. Bonds are coloured

according to the value of the local order parameter.

Employing the same order parameters used to analyse the crystallisation trajectories, we cal-

culated the roughness of the interface between liquid carbon and the basal (0001) and primary

prismatic (1000) planes of graphite in the two-phase simulations used to compute the melting line.

From this roughness, it is possible to estimate the interfacial free energy γLS,G for each surface,

yielding 1.3±0.08 Jm−2 for the basal plane and 0.73± 0.07 Jm−2 for the prismatic plane. The

lower interfacial tension estimate of the primary prismatic facet is consistent with the findings of

the direct MD and FFS simulations where graphite was found to nucleate through the formation of

anisotropic crystallites elongated along the cross-plane axis of graphite that resemble the primary

prismatic facet of graphite. The basal plane γLS,G is in agreement with previous estimates from a

continuum theory of carbon phases fitted to thermodynamic data (1.6 Jm−2).35,36 However, these

theories cannot grasp the large differences among planes which dictate the nucleation pathways at

the molecular scale.
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FIG. 4. The two contour plots show the logarithmic probability distribution of the size of clusters of carbon

atoms selected according to their density and crystallinity order parameter in liquid carbon at 3650 K. In

(a) the x-axis indicates the size of the biggest low-density cluster (ρ < 2.45 g/cm3 within a sphere of 3 Å

radius) at a pressure of 15 GPa, and in (b) of the biggest high-density cluster (ρ > 3.4 g/cm3 within a sphere

of 3 Å radius) at a pressure of 15.5 GPa. The dotted lines represent spontaneous nucleation pathways of

graphite (a) and diamond (b). Panel (c) represents the one-step classical nucleation pathway of diamond

at high pressure and the non-classical pathway that leads to the metastable crystallization of graphite at

P ≲ 15 GPa, which will eventually transform into diamond through a solid-solid phase transition.

Prenucleation mechanism

Previous considerations indicate that density is the main similarity parameter that drives the

crystallisation of graphite or diamond from molten carbon since both transitions involve large

density variations. At the tipping pressure of 15 GPa the crystallisation of graphite is accom-
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panied by a density drop from 2.9 to 2.5 g/cm3, whereas when diamond is formed the density

rises to 3.5 g/cm3. Such extreme density differences between the liquid and the solid phases af-

fect nucleation pathways. Previous studies showed that, following Ostwald’s step rule, nucleation

could be a two-step process in which density fluctuations with the formation of high-density amor-

phous or liquid aggregates precede crystalline ordering. This effect was observed during crystal

nucleation both in supercooled single-component liquids and supersaturated solutions.12,13,37–39

We observe a similar effect in the crystallisation of graphite. Figure 4(a) shows the probability

that low-density clusters and crystalline nuclei of a given size form spontaneously in the liquid at

3650 K and 15 GPa. The shape of the distribution indicates that the crystallinity and low-density

order parameters do not correlate. The occurrence of crystalline clusters without local low-density

fluctuations can be explained as the system tends to form diamond-like small nuclei. However,

spontaneous nucleation pathways to graphite, one of which is represented in the graph as a red

dotted line, evolve through the formation of a low-density cluster that eventually develops into a

crystalline nucleus. In the case of diamond nucleation instead, as shown in Figure 4(b), the den-

sity fluctuations producing high-density clusters are correlated to the crystallinity order parameter.

Consequently, the crystalline nucleus is not preceded by a higher-density disorder precursor: local

densification and ordering coincide. This difference further supports the evidence that graphite nu-

cleation follows a lower-barrier free energy pathway, facilitated by local low-density fluctuations

in liquid carbon even at the thermodynamic conditions at which diamond is the stable phase.

CONCLUSIONS

Accurate and efficient machine learning potentials trained on density functional theory calcula-

tions, enabling a total of several microseconds of MD simulations of systems of several thousand

atoms, provided us with an invaluable tool to explore the phase diagram of carbon near the GDL

triple point and the intricate kinetics of homogenous nucleation of graphite and diamond from

the melt. Whereas liquid carbon is often considered a glass former, we observed spontaneous

crystallisation of both graphite and diamond in unbiased MD simulations in which the liquid is

cooled rapidly at constant pressure. This suggested that liquid carbon at pressures between 5 and

30 GPa is not a glass former, and provided us with unbiased trajectories to examine the nucle-

ation pathways at the molecular scale. We observed an unexpected wealth of physical phenomena

related to homogeneous nucleation in a deceivingly simple monoatomic system such as liquid car-
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bon. These phenomena are inherently connected to Ostwald’s step rule that leads to highly non-

classical nucleation effects. In MD simulations, graphite crystallises spontaneously in the domain

of thermodynamic stability of diamond up to 15 GPa due to the smaller density differences be-

tween liquid carbon and graphite and the lower liquid/solid interfacial free energy. In this range of

pressures, graphite is a long-lived metastable state on the way to the crystallization of diamond.28

Additionally, we found graphite nucleates through a non-classical two-step process where crys-

talline ordering is preceded by the formation of a low-density liquid region that further lowers

the barrier to nucleation. Large differences in the interfacial free energy of different facets dictate

the strongly anisotropic shape of growing graphite crystallites. Conversely, at pressures above 15

GPa, diamond nucleates through a classical one-step process, forming densely packed tetrahedral

bonded crystalline spherical clusters. The two intrinsically different nucleation mechanisms of

graphite and diamond are schematically represented in Figure 4c. Even if graphite nucleation is

non-classical, a CNT fit of the nucleation rates yields physically meaningful parameters for both

graphite and diamond, suggesting that even non-classical nucleation processes can be mapped on

a CNT model.40

The insight into homogeneous nucleation from carbon melt provided by our simulations may

help interpret inconsistencies among historical electrical and laser flash-heating experiments aimed

at resolving the phase diagram of carbon near the GDL triple point. Depending on the de-

tails of these experiments and the recrystallization conditions, the system may remain trapped

in metastable graphitic configurations. These observations may also impact the manufacturing of

carbon-based materials such as synthetic diamonds and nanodiamonds at high pressure and high

temperature.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to Gabriele C. Sosso for providing a critical assessment of the manuscript. This

work was supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 2053235.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are openly available in [repository name] at

http://doi.org/[doi], reference number [reference number].

13

http://doi.org/[doi]


METHODS

A. Machine learning potentials

Molecular dynamics simulations were performed using the GPUMD v3.4 code with a NEP3

neuroevolution potential41,42 fitted to density functional theory (DFT) calculations in the local

density approximation (LDA) for the exchange and correlation functional. The database of con-

figurations, energies, forces, and virials was formerly generated to study amorphous carbon.43 We

conducted extensive tests to verify that the resulting NEP potential is suitable to model diamond

and graphite. Besides the phase diagram shown in Figure 1, we verified that the potential repro-

duces the structural, vibrational, and elastic properties of diamond and graphite accurately (Ta-

ble S1)These results suggest that, whereas LDA is the lowest-level approximation for exchange

and correlation in DFT, it accurately describes the mechanical and thermodynamic properties of

graphite, particularly the liquid-graphite phase coexistence. In the pressure range of interest, i.e.

above 10 GPa, our predictions for the melting line of diamond are within 100 K of DFT calcula-

tions with GGA functionals.20,21

Additionally, we verified the sensitivity of our predicted phase diagram and spontaneous crys-

tallisation conditions upon the hyper-parameters and the training process of the NEP potential. We

generated three more carbon NEP potentials varying several hyperparameters, including cutoff

(cutoff radii for the radial and angular descriptor components), n_max (number of radial functions

for the radial and angular descriptor components), basis_size (number of radial basis functions

for the radial and angular descriptor components), and neuron (number of neurons in the hidden

layer). Extended data Figure 1 shows that the melting line of graphite may shift by at most 100

K, whereas the melting line of diamond is insensitive to the different NEP parameterisations. Ac-

cordingly, crystallisation temperatures undergo variations up to 150 K, including the uncertainty

inherent to the stochastic nature of this process. The highest pressure at which metastable graphite

crystallises spontaneously varies between 13 and 15 GPa.

B. Molecular dynamics

MD simulations probing the properties of liquid carbon and spontaneous crystallisation were

performed using the GPUMD package for cubic systems containing 4096 carbon atoms.42 The

equations of motion were integrated with a timestep of 0.5 fs. The isobaric canonical ensemble
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(constant number of particles, pressure, and temperature - NPT) was controlled using the stochastic

rescaling scheme with coupling times of 1 ps for the temperature and 5 ps for the pressure.44,45

Spontaneous crystallisation of diamond and graphite was observed in direct MD simulations of

liquid carbon at constant pressure, in which the temperature was ramped from 5,000 K to 3,500 K

in 25 ns, corresponding to a cooling rate of 60 K/ns.

We used phase coexistence simulations to determine the phase coexistence temperatures of liq-

uid carbon with diamond and graphite.21,46 These runs were set up by joining a diamond/graphite

simulation cell with a liquid simulation cell equilibrated at 5000 K. Liquid was put in contact with

the (100) facet of diamond and the (1000) facet of graphite. These simulations comprise systems

of about 10,000 carbon atoms, thus avoiding issues with size effects. For each pressure, we ran a

series of NPT simulations at temperatures chosen every ∆T = 50 K. We define the melting point

as the temperature between two simulations at T and T +∆T in which the crystalline phase grows

(T ) and shrinks (T +∆T ).

C. Nucleation rates from forward flux sampling including order parameters

Nucleation rates of diamond and graphite are computed using our implementation of forward

flux sampling (FFS) in LAMMPS, based on carbon NEP. In FFS, nucleation rate R is given as the

product of Φλ0 , which is the initial flux rate of nucleation trajectory crossing the initial milestone

λ0, and P(λF |λ0), which measures the probability for a trajectory starting from λ0 and success-

fully reaching the final milestone λF . Φλ0 is obtained by N0/t0V , where N0 (120) is the number of

successful crossing collected at λ0, V is the volume of simulation cell, t0 is the total time for N0

crossings. P(λF |λ0) = ∏
n
i=1 P(λi|λi−1), where P(λi|λi−1) = Ni/Mi−1 is computed through con-

ducting Mi−1 MD trial runs starting from the milestone λi−1 and collecting Ni (120) successful

crossing at the next adjacent interface λi. For each thermodynamic condition T/P, three inde-

pendent FFS runs are carried out to obtain the geometric mean rate ⟨R⟩ = (∏3
i=1 Ri)

1/3 and the

standard error of ln⟨R⟩ is given by
√

∑
3
i=1(lnRi − ln⟨R⟩)2/3 (cite JCP 158 124501 (2023)).

In FFS, the milestones λi are defined based on the size of the largest crystalline cluster in

the melt. Three types of carbon atoms, namely, liquid-like, diamond-like, and graphite-like, are

differentiated through a local bond-order parameter qn. A diamond-like carbon is defined as the

carbon atom that has a q6 > 0.5 (see Extended Data Figure 2a) and exactly 4 nearest neighbours,

whereas a graphite-like carbon is the one that has a q3 < −0.85 (see Figure 2b) and exactly 3
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nearest neighbours. These choices are made based on both the distributions of qn for the three

phases and the characteristic local coordination in diamond and graphite. For the qn analysis, the

cut-off distance in identifying the nearest neighbours in both diamond and graphite is set to be

1.8 Å. In determining the size of a crystalline cluster through the connectivity analysis, the same

cut-off distance 1.8 Å is used for diamond, whereas a greater cut-off distance 3.5 Å is used for

graphite, to account for the inter-layer spacing between neighbouring graphene sheets.

D. Interfacial tension calculations

Due to the thermal fluctuations, the interface between distinct phases is not entirely flat. Ac-

cording to capillary wave theory, these fluctuations can be connected to the interfacial tension in

the following manner:

γ ≡ kBT
2π⟨σ2⟩

ln
L
ξ

(3)

where T is the absolute temperature, kB is the Boltzmann constant, σ2 is the mean squared fluc-

tuation of molecules at the interface, L is determined by the size along the x- or y- dimension

(assuming z is normal to the surface) and ξ is the bulk correlation length.47 Using this relationship

we are able to estimate the interfacial free energy differences between the liquid carbon and basal

facet of graphite interface and liquid carbon and prismatic facet of graphite interface, using the

phase coexistence MD simulations previously described. We set L = 38.046 Å according to our

simulation cell size, and ξ = 1.9 Å corresponding to the first minimum of the radial distribution

function of liquid carbon. σ2 is calculated as: ⟨σ2⟩ ≡ ⟨(z−⟨z⟩)2⟩ where we selected atoms from

the largest liquid carbon cluster belonging to one of the two interfaces in the periodic cell. The

calculation is halted when the chosen interface becomes locally vertical (i.e., the approximate tan-

gent plane contains ẑ) or makes contact with the other interface. We carried out the comparison

between the two facets for three simulations each held at 10 GPa with varying temperatures (4600

K, 4700 K, and 4800 K).

REFERENCES

1S. Timmerman, T. Stachel, J. M. Koornneef, K. V. Smit, R. Harlou, G. M. Nowell, A. R. Thom-

son, S. C. Kohn, J. H. F. L. Davies, G. R. Davies, M. Y. Krebs, Q. Zhang, S. E. M. Milne,

J. W. Harris, F. Kaminsky, D. Zedgenizov, G. Bulanova, C. B. Smith, I. Cabral Neto, F. V. Sil-

16



veira, A. D. Burnham, F. Nestola, S. B. Shirey, M. J. Walter, A. Steele, and D. G. Pearson,

“Sublithospheric diamond ages and the supercontinent cycle,” Nature 623, 752–756 (2023).
2M. Ross, “The ice layer in Uranus and Neptune—diamonds in the sky?” Nature 292, 435–436

(1981).
3A. B. Zylstra, O. A. Hurricane, D. A. Callahan, A. L. Kritcher, J. E. Ralph, H. F. Robey, J. S.

Ross, C. V. Young, K. L. Baker, D. T. Casey, T. Döppner, L. Divol, M. Hohenberger, S. Le Pape,

A. Pak, P. K. Patel, R. Tommasini, S. J. Ali, P. A. Amendt, L. J. Atherton, B. Bachmann, D. Bai-

ley, L. R. Benedetti, L. Berzak Hopkins, R. Betti, S. D. Bhandarkar, J. Biener, R. M. Bionta,

N. W. Birge, E. J. Bond, D. K. Bradley, T. Braun, T. M. Briggs, M. W. Bruhn, P. M. Celliers,

B. Chang, T. Chapman, H. Chen, C. Choate, A. R. Christopherson, D. S. Clark, J. W. Crippen,

E. L. Dewald, T. R. Dittrich, M. J. Edwards, W. A. Farmer, J. E. Field, D. Fittinghoff, J. Frenje,

J. Gaffney, M. Gatu Johnson, S. H. Glenzer, G. P. Grim, S. Haan, K. D. Hahn, G. N. Hall,

B. A. Hammel, J. Harte, E. Hartouni, J. E. Heebner, V. J. Hernandez, H. Herrmann, M. C. Her-

rmann, D. E. Hinkel, D. D. Ho, J. P. Holder, W. W. Hsing, H. Huang, K. D. Humbird, N. Izumi,

L. C. Jarrott, J. Jeet, O. Jones, G. D. Kerbel, S. M. Kerr, S. F. Khan, J. Kilkenny, Y. Kim,

H. Geppert Kleinrath, V. Geppert Kleinrath, C. Kong, J. M. Koning, J. J. Kroll, M. K. G. Kruse,

B. Kustowski, O. L. Landen, S. Langer, D. Larson, N. C. Lemos, J. D. Lindl, T. Ma, M. J. Mac-

Donald, B. J. MacGowan, A. J. Mackinnon, S. A. MacLaren, A. G. MacPhee, M. M. Marinak,

D. A. Mariscal, E. V. Marley, L. Masse, K. Meaney, N. B. Meezan, P. A. Michel, M. Millot, J. L.

Milovich, J. D. Moody, A. S. Moore, J. W. Morton, T. Murphy, K. Newman, J.-M. G. Di Nicola,

A. Nikroo, R. Nora, M. V. Patel, L. J. Pelz, J. L. Peterson, Y. Ping, B. B. Pollock, M. Ratledge,

N. G. Rice, H. Rinderknecht, M. Rosen, M. S. Rubery, J. D. Salmonson, J. Sater, S. Schiaffino,

D. J. Schlossberg, M. B. Schneider, C. R. Schroeder, H. A. Scott, S. M. Sepke, K. Sequoia, M. W.

Sherlock, S. Shin, V. A. Smalyuk, B. K. Spears, P. T. Springer, M. Stadermann, S. Stoupin, D. J.

Strozzi, L. J. Suter, C. A. Thomas, R. P. J. Town, E. R. Tubman, C. Trosseille, P. L. Volegov,

C. R. Weber, K. Widmann, C. Wild, C. H. Wilde, B. M. Van Wonterghem, D. T. Woods, B. N.

Woodworth, M. Yamaguchi, S. T. Yang, and G. B. Zimmerman, “Burning plasma achieved in

inertial fusion,” Nature 601, 542–548 (2022).
4F. P. Bundy, W. A. Bassett, M. S. Weathers, R. J. Hemley, H. U. Mao, and A. F. Goncharov, “The

pressure-temperature phase and transformation diagram for carbon; updated through 1994,” Car-

bon 34, 141–153 (1996).

17

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41586-023-06662-9
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/292435a0
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/292435a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04281-w
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0008-6223(96)00170-4
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0008-6223(96)00170-4


5M. Togaya, “Pressure Dependences of the Melting Temperature of Graphite and the Electrical

Resistivity of Liquid Carbon,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 2474–2477 (1997).
6G. Zhao, H. F. Mu, D. H. Wang, C. L. Yang, J. K. Wang, J. Y. Song, and Z. C. Shao, “Structural

and dynamical change of liquid carbon with pressure: ab initio molecular dynamics simula-

tions,” Phys. Scr. 88, 045601 (2013).
7L. Yang, A. Karandikar, T. B. Shiell, B. A. Cook, S. Wong, M. R. Field, J. E. Bradby, B. Haberl,

D. G. McCulloch, and R. Boehler, “Melting diamond in the diamond cell by laser-flash heating,”

High Pressure Research 43, 1–14 (2023).
8W. Ostwald, “Studien uber die bildung und umwaldung fester koerper,” Zeitschrift für

Physikalische Chemie 22U, 289–330 (1897).
9C. J. Hull, S. L. Raj, and R. J. Saykally, “The liquid state of carbon,” Chemical Physics Letters

749, 137341 (2020).
10V. Talanquer and D. W. Oxtoby, “Crystal nucleation in the presence of a metastable critical

point,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 109, 223–227 (1998).
11P. R. ten Wolde, M. J. Ruiz-Montero, and D. Frenkel, “Numerical Evidence for bcc Ordering at

the Surface of a Critical fcc Nucleus,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 2714–2717 (1995).
12T. Schilling, H. J. Schöpe, M. Oettel, G. Opletal, and I. Snook, “Precursor-Mediated Crystal-

lization Process in Suspensions of Hard Spheres,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 025701 (2010).
13P. R. ten Wolde and D. Frenkel, “Homogeneous nucleation and the Ostwald step rule,” Phys.

Chem. Chem. Phys. 1, 2191–2196 (1999).
14D. Gebauer, M. Kellermeier, J. D. Gale, L. Bergström, and H. Cölfen, “Pre-nucleation clusters

as solute precursors in crystallisation,” Chem. Soc. Rev. 43, 2348–2371 (2014), publisher: The

Royal Society of Chemistry.
15A. Navrotsky, “Energetic clues to pathways to biomineralization: Precursors, clusters, and

nanoparticles,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 101, 12096–12101 (2004),

publisher: Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.
16C. S. Kennedy and G. C. Kennedy, “The equilibrium boundary between graphite and diamond,”

Journal of Geophysical Research (1896-1977) 81, 2467–2470 (1976).
17H. W. Day, “A revised diamond-graphite transition curve,” American Mineralogist 97, 52–62

(2012).
18F. P. Bundy, “Melting of Graphite at Very High Pressure,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 38,

618–630 (1963).

18

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.2474
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0031-8949/88/04/045601
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/08957959.2022.2160246
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1515/zpch-1897-2233
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1515/zpch-1897-2233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cplett.2020.137341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cplett.2020.137341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.476554
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2714
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/A809346F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/A809346F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C3CS60451A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0404778101
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1029/JB081i014p02467
http://dx.doi.org/10.2138/am.2011.3763
http://dx.doi.org/10.2138/am.2011.3763
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.1733715
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.1733715


19C. J. Wu, J. N. Glosli, G. Galli, and F. H. Ree, “Liquid-Liquid Phase Transition in Elemental

Carbon: A First-Principles Investigation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 135701 (2002).
20X. Wang, S. Scandolo, and R. Car, “Carbon Phase Diagram from Ab Initio Molecular Dynam-

ics,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 185701 (2005).
21A. A. Correa, S. A. Bonev, and G. Galli, “Carbon under extreme conditions: Phase boundaries

and electronic properties from first-principles theory,” Proceedings of the National Academy of

Sciences 103, 1204–1208 (2006).
22L. Ghiringhelli, C. Valeriani, J. Los, E. Meijer, A. Fasolino, and D. Frenkel, “State-of-the-

art models for the phase diagram of carbon and diamond nucleation,” Molecular Physics 106,

2011–2038 (2008).
23G. Marchant, B. Karasulu, and L. B. Partay, “Carbon phase diagram with empirical and machine

learned interatomic potentials,” (2022).
24G. A. Marchant, M. A. Caro, B. Karasulu, and L. B. Pártay, “Exploring the configuration space

of elemental carbon with empirical and machine learned interatomic potentials,” npj Comput

Mater 9, 1–12 (2023).
25I. N. Stranski and D. Totomanow, “Keimbildungsgeschwindigkeit und OSTWALDsche Stufen-

regel,” Zeitschrift für Physikalische Chemie 163A, 399–408 (1933), publisher: De Gruyter (O).
26R. Z. Khaliullin, H. Eshet, T. D. Kühne, J. Behler, and M. Parrinello, “Nucleation mechanism

for the direct graphite-to-diamond phase transition,” Nature Mater 10, 693–697 (2011).
27S.-c. Zhu, X.-z. Yan, J. Liu, A. R. Oganov, and Q. Zhu, “A Revisited Mechanism of the

Graphite-to-Diamond Transition at High Temperature,” Matter 3, 864–878 (2020).
28F. P. Bundy, “Direct Conversion of Graphite to Diamond in Static Pressure Apparatus,” The

Journal of Chemical Physics 38, 631–643 (1963).
29T. Li, D. Donadio, L. M. Ghiringhelli, and G. Galli, “Surface-induced crystallization in super-

cooled tetrahedral liquids,” Nature Mater 8, 726–730 (2009).
30T. Li, D. Donadio, and G. Galli, “Nucleation of tetrahedral solids: A molecular dynamics study

of supercooled liquid silicon,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 131, 224519 (2009).
31P. R. ten Wolde, M. J. Ruiz-Montero, and D. Frenkel, “Numerical calculation of the rate of crys-

tal nucleation in a Lennard-Jones system at moderate undercooling,” The Journal of Chemical

Physics 104, 9932–9947 (1996).
32L. M. Ghiringhelli, C. Valeriani, E. J. Meijer, and D. Frenkel, “Local Structure of Liquid Carbon

Controls Diamond Nucleation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 055702 (2007).

19

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.135701
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.185701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0510489103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0510489103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00268970802077884
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00268970802077884
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.09692
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.09692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41524-023-01081-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41524-023-01081-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/zpch-1933-16335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmat3078
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.matt.2020.05.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1733716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1733716
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmat2508
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.3268346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.471721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.471721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.055702


33D. Yuhara, B. C. Barnes, D. Suh, B. C. Knott, G. T. Beckham, K. Yasuoka, D. T. Wu, and

A. K. Sum, “Nucleation rate analysis of methane hydrate from molecular dynamics simulations,”

Faraday Discuss. 179, 463–474 (2015).
34T. Li, D. Donadio, G. Russo, and G. Galli, “Homogeneous ice nucleation from supercooled

water,” Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 13, 19807 (2011).
35A. Umantsev and Z. Akkerman, “Continuum theory of carbon phases,” Carbon 48, 8–24 (2010).
36L. E. Fried and W. M. Howard, “Explicit Gibbs free energy equation of state applied to the car-

bon phase diagram,” Phys. Rev. B 61, 8734–8743 (2000), publisher: American Physical Society.
37P. R. t. Wolde and D. Frenkel, “Enhancement of Protein Crystal Nucleation by Critical Density

Fluctuations,” Science 277, 1975–1978 (1997).
38Y.-C. Hu and H. Tanaka, “Revealing the role of liquid preordering in crystallisation of super-

cooled liquids,” Nat Commun 13, 4519 (2022), publisher: Nature Publishing Group.
39A. R. Finney and M. Salvalaglio, “Multiple pathways in NaCl homogeneous crystal nucleation,”

Faraday Discuss. 235, 56–80 (2022), publisher: The Royal Society of Chemistry.
40D. Zahn, “Thermodynamics and Kinetics of Prenucleation Clusters, Classical

and Non-Classical Nucleation,” ChemPhysChem 16, 2069–2075 (2015), _eprint:

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/cphc.201500231.
41Z. Fan, Z. Zeng, C. Zhang, Y. Wang, K. Song, H. Dong, Y. Chen, and T. Ala-Nissila, “Neu-

roevolution machine learning potentials: Combining high accuracy and low cost in atomistic

simulations and application to heat transport,” Phys. Rev. B 104, 104309 (2021).
42Z. Fan, Y. Wang, P. Ying, K. Song, J. Wang, Y. Wang, Z. Zeng, K. Xu, E. Lindgren, J. M.

Rahm, A. J. Gabourie, J. Liu, H. Dong, J. Wu, Y. Chen, Z. Zhong, J. Sun, P. Erhart, Y. Su, and

T. Ala-Nissila, “GPUMD: A package for constructing accurate machine-learned potentials and

performing highly efficient atomistic simulations,” J. Chem. Phys. 157, 114801 (2022).
43V. L. Deringer and G. Csányi, “Machine learning based interatomic potential for amorphous

carbon,” Phys. Rev. B 95, 094203 (2017).
44G. Bussi, D. Donadio, and M. Parrinello, “Canonical sampling through velocity rescaling,” The

Journal of Chemical Physics 126, 014101 (2007).
45M. Bernetti and G. Bussi, “Pressure control using stochastic cell rescaling,” J. Chem. Phys. 153,

114107 (2020).
46J. R. Morris, C. Z. Wang, K. M. Ho, and C. T. Chan, “Melting line of aluminum from simulations

of coexisting phases,” Phys. Rev. B 49, 3109–3115 (1994).

20

http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C4FD00219A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c1cp22167a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbon.2009.06.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.61.8734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5334.1975
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41467-022-32241-z
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1039/D1FD00089F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cphc.201500231
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.104.104309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0106617
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.094203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2408420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2408420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0020514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/5.0020514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.49.3109


47M. N. D. Cordeiro, “Interfacial tension behaviour of water/hydrocarbon liquid–liquid interfaces:

A molecular dynamics simulation,” Mol. Sim. 29, 817–827 (2003).

21

https://doi.org/10.1080/0892702031000121905

	Metastability and Ostwald Step Rule in the Crystallisation of Diamond and Graphite from Molten Carbon
	Results and discussion
	Phase diagram and spontaneous crystallisation
	Nucleation rates
	Nucleation pathways
	Prenucleation mechanism

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Data Availability Statement
	Methods
	Machine learning potentials
	Molecular dynamics
	Nucleation rates from forward flux sampling including order parameters
	Interfacial tension calculations

	References


