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Appraising elements of natural diamonds and influences on the value
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Abstract In this study, we analyzed the influences of appraising elements such as weight, color and clarity of natural
diamonds on their value in the round brilliant cut diamonds. To analyze the influences of these elements on the value of
diamonds, data were made from a Rapaport Diamond Report which is the most reliable source of diamond prices. As the
result of this study, it is clearly understood that color and clarity equally influenced the value of diamonds as a whole, but
there were some partial variations according to grades of both elements. That is, value of clarity was higher than that of
color in higher-quality diamonds but value of clarity was lower than that of color in lower-quality diamonds. Also, value of
diamonds were closely co-related by three main elements which were weight, color and clarity, but weight was the most
influencing element on the value of natural diamonds.

Key words Appraising element, Carat, Color, Clarity

AL delolEEe] Hriad B I 7Rl wlA] = 9%

4 &, =J 2, ZE
SAItHeaL, BAFsk), v 520-714
(20043 49 222 F<P)

(20043 59 104 4 HEER)

]
o
o

2 o 2 AFolie A9 toloEe] Wrkasvt 1 A1Hd oW AP nAEA B ol
4 8 FPEsh 2o BAeLst 99 HULAER dvkd tholobRse] 7o) ofW o £

£ Tolol S 74 YRSl SHEE thololBE YEES o[ §3fe] HolEF B
U FRE b4 TANE AN 0E FUsAE, REoE 5

)
e
e
o N n
i 4o
o oy

e

Hr
> L o

o H1 it o

W A

e
2
=

= 1
_>|’1_‘/
o,
il
v
o

)
rl

O, of -
L
1o

4
)
I
)
Hir
N
z
o

, Ao
ol
J
9
X
rr
18
o
fu
)
1o
s
oL
=
)
—m
ol
ki
o
e
Y
Hir
<
o)
=
ojft
bl
=2
=)

n

il
O >~
°] E&TE 7}

o] AF

(o]
Hop vad] Fdsty, FEEE Swol WoldaE 74 stEFo]l At %, A
]

Y

3 Ee FHE 9 g7gEE o] Ao RA gy
olETH-S YERATH

Tlololz=9] Yol tiAlZ 4349 dojlA 252 o]
2hal & = U 3], AF A velokZ=x 45 Kilobar
o] 43} 1150Ce] LxolM AHE F e Aow

ool = Bt 55AAR 4789 HdE
o]tH1]. HlFo] 3.47~3.58]3 F Awsb 1009, F

HEL T 2.417~2.14193, BAEE 0.044) WA H4). old Pshe =4S vEhd F Jde 2
P ) S A N I T K I e R e & A3} 120~200 k] WE HomA AAo] AT
S dri2]. geloREes ole} 72 3 EF & F e FES e okey v 9 B FFol
Aoz Qe o) dd Avil&R Avldh 9ol Hojud o|Fojxof 3, X3} 145 kn®] WE ZF9o] 2xE oF

3345 (brilliance), ¥AF4(fire), 292 (sparkle), 71323t 1000CE LA FAHI Qloug tlolopz=rt 4

FE7] fsiMe ofF AEe 29| Aol ejof &

'Corresponding author

Tel: +82-2-2264-5055
Fax: +82-31-709-3774
E-mail: jewelrycenter@hanmail.net

£ o83 £ Wahk= Ao Walak 93] g
o} A|#p71e] wWsle] wl WAEE ZoR FANE
E4 883 (special melting evert) Yo o] 715



106 Sang Ki Kim, Sang Duk Bae, Jong Koen Choi and Pan Chae Kim

SITH3]. AAIE tojol=e] 34 toloRz s F4t
ox FA Fo vehte telokZs=e] E9E Bl
HE 53 $ v tgolelEs B4 vhed M B
< ¥ folelErrt AEHE XI5 of=rkd
(Argyle) FJo24 106EF 400 73le] tloloRz=r}
A AR dito] ZaL Fom FHo] vk Fjgo]
t}. old wls|] Holzzl7le] A Ele]E (Kimberlite) 3
732 1002 vt 150 7i5le] velole=rt AHEEm
I A7 R oA e FHo] Hol AAtE
Aeh, BAE tololE =] AEH|E AR 20 % 8
Lolths]. o]#3t tolelE=e] A 2% A= F
e HA gololE=rt It 8)4s BARIVIE &
Ueplg== Zlojth. ¥ A7ors HA foolEEd
sl 712 H7HA 2pdellA Hste], ¥R Ankd
Tlololz=9] 714 Fa3k 7t 949 TF, A, FuE
7b 22 71RO ofE FERE WIREA] A E AT

=]

2. & =

]
0

olglgh LS flalA TtholoRzol tigh FA1H 714
AR 7heH 7P BRAolL AAE A e B
VEE tololZE Z¥E 20003 9¥€3Z[6]Z ©]-&3}o]
Z} HlolElE 4HEdlRlar, HolEe] AEs A% tholo}
BEe] #2849 Hele ofge}t o] AR =%
s

@O F%: 0.3071314 5.997MB7HA] @ A: =A14
o7 7Pt dukH e o]§x+= Gemological Institute
of Americ&2] 24 532 7|22 D 5394 M 5

F7H @ F%E: Gemological Institute of America

M 558 VISR IF 5HAA 1, 587 @ Ant
i Aol A8 BEIAE AE(modern round bril-

liant cut)

3. a1 # 1
3.1. S (weight)

tololEze] 7l 2 FH A @ Fyret ke
FHoA7t EH R Tloste] 2 AA ] 7AE 4
star . 2HER FEolghe 84 vyt 1 7EXel
o JS mREA golrr] fEiMe T <9l
o2 PGriase] Je 3] wiAAI7|7] Qs T
< ALt O Hriase] HErt sdg 21, S5 4
oy} Enrl FUSH A Tl Wl mE o
ololR = JEAWsHE v, FAFO RN FFFo] tholo}

Table 1

Per-carat price changes by weight (unit : $100)

Carat D-IF H-VS M-I, Average
0.30~0.37  46(1.0) 20(1.0) 4(1.0) 21.0(1.0)
0.38~0.45 48(1.0) 23(1.2) 4(1.0) 22.7(1.1)
0.46~0.49 55(1.2) 25(1.3) 5(1.3) 25.6(1.2)
0.50~0.69  76(1.7) 31(1.6) 6(1.5) 32.5(1.5)
0.70~0.89  90(2.0) 43(2.2) 7(1.8) 40.5(1.9)
0.90~0.99 103(2.2) 54(2.7) 9(2.3) 48.1(2.3)
1.00~1.49 168(3.6) 61(3.0) 10(2.5) 61.9(2.9)
1.50~1.99 188(4.1) 75(3.8) 11(2.8) 73.9(3.5)
2.00~2.99 272(5.9) 90(4.5) 12(3.0) 97.2(4.6)
3.00~3.99 412(8.9) 102(5.1) 14(3.5) 127.6(6.1)
4.00~4.99  444(9.7) 110(5.5) 15(3.8) 140.8(6.7)
5.00~5.99 569(12.4) 143(7.2) 16(4.0) 176.3(8.4)
Note : Figures in parenthesis represent ratios of each per-carat

price based on that of 0.30~0.37 carat.

Table 2

Stone price changes by weight (unit : $100)

Carat D-IF H-VS M-14 Average
1.00 168(1.0) 61(1.0) 10(1.0) 61.9(1.0)
150  282(1.7) 113(1.9)  16(1.6)  110.7(1.8)
2.00 544(3.2) 180(3.0) 24(2.4) 194.4(3.1)
3.00 1236(7.4) 306(5.0) 42(4.2) 382.8(6.2)
4.00 1776(10.6)  440(7.2) 60(6.0) 563.2(9.1)
5.00 2845(16.9)  715(11.7) 80(8.0) 881.5(14.2)

Note : Figures in parenthesis represent ratios of each stone price

based on that of 1.00 carat.
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% %
140 — — 140
130 — =130
120 — — 120
110 — —110
100 — — 100
90 — —90
80 — —80
70 — —70
60 — —60
50 — — 50
40 — —40
30 — —30
20 — —20
10 — —10
Carat 0.30]0.50|0.70( 0.90| 1.00 | 1.50 | 2.00 | 3.00 | 4.00 | 5.00
Carat
lilzcreose — 66% | 40% | 29% | 11% | 50% | 33% | 50% | 33% | 25%
Per Carat
Price — 55% | 256% | 19% | 29% | 19% | 32% | 31% | 10% | 25%
Increase
Stone
Price 156% | 74% | 53% | 42% | 79% | 76% | 97% | 47% | 57%
Increase
Carat Per Carat Stone

Increase Price Increase Price Increase

Fig. 1. Comparisons of increase ratio in carat weight, per carat

price, and stone price.
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Table 3

Price changes by color grades (unit : %)
Color 1.00~ 2.00~ 3.00~ 4.00~ 5.00~

149ct 299ct 399ct 499ct 5.99ct

D 289 363 408 407 474
E 250 316 338 341 397
F 230 286 294 298 350
G 212 256 253 258 306
H 194 222 220 217 260
| 167 188 183 184 219
J 147 157 157 154 171
K 135 137 139 137 141
L 120 118 116 115 117
M 100 100 100 100 100

($26.4) ($33.7) ($41.0) ($45.4) ($48.9)

Note : Figures represent increase % based on that of M grade

unit : $100).

($100) |

2000 — 2;88‘
1500 —
1000 —

] 1.00-

500 — 1.49

] mo'

. 0.37

Color % s < A [ H|le | F|E|D

0.30-0.37T 87 | 102|115 | 134 | 154 | 178 | 210 | 228 | 244 | 263
c

1.00-1.4? 264|317 | 356 | 388 | 442 | 513 | 560 | 608 | 659 | 763
C

5.00-5.99 | 489 | 572 | 691 | 832 [1073|1271|1496|1710|1941 (2320
ct

Fig. 2. Comparisons of price increase by color grades.
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Table 4

Value decrease by color grades (unit : %)

Carat D-E F-G H-1 J-K L-M Average

0.30~0.37 -72 -79 -135 -142 -147 -115

0.50~069 -9.0 -16.0 -152 -12.7 -11.0 -11.7

0.90~099 -83 -63 -119 -154 -65 -105

1.00~149 -136 -7.9 -138 -82 -16.7 -11.0

3.00~399 -17.2 -139 -16.7 -11.2 -140 -144

0~5.99 -16.3 -125 -223 -17.2 -145 -158

verage -11.9 -10.8 -15.6 -13.2 -129 -125
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Table 5

Price changes by clarity grades (unit : %)
Clarity 1.00~ 2.00~ 3.00~ 4.00~ 5.00~

149ct 299ct 390ct 4.99ct 5.99ct

IE 613 845 1047 1037 1252
WS 537 734 872 873 1056
WSl 499 666 767 766 935
VS 2 471 613 677 682 828
VSi 441 563 602 613 729
Si 408 503 521 529 617
Sll 364 424 419 427 494
| 2 257 288 301 307 316
Il 175 184 184 185 197
|2 100 100 100 100 100
8 ($12.6) ($14.7) ($16.5) (%$18.2) ($19.0)

Note : Figures represent increase % of based on thagmide ($

unit : $100).
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($100) 5.00-
2000 — i
1500 —
1000 —_ 1.00-
il 1.49
500 —_ 0.30-
] 0.37
Clarity I3 l2 I Sl2 Sh | VS2 | VS1 [VVS2|VVS:| IF
0.30-0.37t 58 | 81 | 101 | 141 | 164 | 198 | 215 | 223 | 247 | 275
c
1.00—1.49t 126 | 221 | 324 | 459 | 514 | 556 | 593 | 629 | 676 | 772
Cl
5.00—5.99t 190 | 374 | 600 | 939 |1173|1385|1574|1776|2007 [2379
Ci

Fig. 3. Comparisons of price increase by clarity grades.
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Table 6

Value decrease by clarity grades (unit : %)
Carat IF-VWVS, WS, VS, VS,- S|, S, - Sk, Sh-1, Iy
0.30~0.37 -10.2 -3.6 -17.2 -14.0 -28.4 -28.4
0.50~0.69 -10.8 -6.8 -17.4 -13.7 -29.9 -29.8
0.90~0.99 -8.6 -10.7 -9.7 -14.8 -31.7 -40.0
1.00~1.49 -12.4 -5.7 -7.6 -10.7 -29.4 -43.0
3.00~3.99 -16.7 -11.8 -13.4 -19.5 -28.2 -45.5
5.00~5.99 -15.6 -11.4 -15.3 -19.9 -36.1 -49.2
Average -12.4 -8.3 -13.4 -15.4 -30.6 -39.3
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Table 7
Comparisons by color & clarity (unit : $100)
Clarity Color Difference %

Grade \alue decrease Grade Value decreaséarity — Color

IF 8924(100) D  8742(100) +2.1%
WS, 7601(85.2) E 7404(84.7)  +2.7%
VVS, 6814(76.4) F 6600(74.5) +3.2%
VS, 61606900 G  5818(66.6) +5.9%
VS, 5579625 H 5031(57.5) +10.9%
Sl 4891(54.8) | 4280(49.0) +143%
Sl, 4041(453) J 3560(40.7)  +135%
Iy 2655(29.8) K 3114(35.6) -14.7%
I 1748(19.6) L 2651(30.3) -34.1%
I3 945(10.6) M 2269(26.0) -584%
Total 49360 Total 49469 -0.2%

Note : Figures in parenthesis represent % of each figure based
that of IF grade in clarity column or that of D grade in color col-
umn.

9000

8000 —

7000 —

6000 -

5000

4000

3000

Color
2000
1000 —
Clarity
IF |VVSi1|VVS2| VSi | VS2 | SIi | Sl2 I I2 I3
Clarity
8924|7601|6814|6160|5570|4891|4041|2655|1748| 945
D E F G H | J K L M
Color
8742|7404|6600|5818|5031|4280|3560(3114|2651 (2269
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Fig. 4. Comparisons of price decrease by clarity & color grades.
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