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Introduction
It has long been suspected that Australia-affiliated researchers have dominated Southeast Asian 
and Micronesian rock art studies, but the extent and implications were unknown. For this project, 
a systematic quantitative literature review was used to update previous work (Jalandoni et al. 
2019) that investigated the distribution of rock art publications, the methods employed and the 
author affiliations of rock art research in the region. The results highlighted research trends and 
quantitatively verified the dominance of Australia-affiliated authors. As a consequence, further 
investigation into the proportion of Australian involvement in research outputs per geographic 
location, the institutional affiliations, the productivity of authors, the types of collaboration and 
the distribution of the first authorship when publishing with locals was undertaken.

The purpose of this paper is to open a conversation around the ways in which ethical collaboration 
can be envisaged and designed to ensure an inclusive and diversified approach in archaeological 
research. Emerging trends indicate that, while there has been a surge of interest in archaeological 
research in Southeast Asian and Micronesian rock art, there has also been an increasing need 
to question the modes of research design and collaboration implemented by researchers. This 
conversation is particularly relevant in an academic environment and in the wider sociopolitical 
context as a principal aspect of decolonising academic work, embedded in ensuring that 
Indigenous and non-Western voices challenge the Western trajectories of research methodologies 
and representation.

In 2019, Jalandoni et al. published a systematic quantitative literature review (SQLR) of Southeast 
Asian and Micronesian scholarship collected in mid-2017 and derived from Jalandoni’s (2018) 
PhD thesis. The purpose of the 2017 SQLR was to understand the context of Philippine rock 
art and rock art narratives in the wider region of Southeast Asia and Micronesia by investigating 
what had been published. The results revealed that Australia-affiliated researchers, based on 
institution, dominated the region. Out of a total of 126 research outputs, 47 were authored by 
researchers affiliated with an Australian institution. By presenting the data quantitatively, this 
observation is no longer anecdotal.
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As a follow-up to this research project, in February 2020 the SQLR data were updated, and 53 
research outputs were added to understand the present situation of scholarship in the region. 
In  this paper, graphs from Jalandoni et al. (2019) were updated to show the distribution of 
research outputs by year, geographic distribution, methods used and author affiliation. 
A  subset  of  65  publications with Australia-affiliated authors was used to examine questions 
of published research proportion in each location, funding sources, author productivity and 
collaboration style.

The SQLR has many shortcomings and biases, which are explored in the method and discussion 
sections. It is contentious to look at data purely quantitatively, but the SQLR still has merit as 
a way of presenting data and identifying gaps in the research. It may expose patterns but requires 
further qualitative studies to explain the cause. This paper describes Australia-affiliated research 
in Southeast Asia and Micronesia as presented by publications; it does not provide an explanation 
for the results. The paper makes no conclusions but begs reflection throughout.

In the interest of ethical transparency, it should be noted that I am an early career researcher of 
Southeast Asian heritage, funded by the Australian Research Council and Griffith University, 
an Australia-affiliated institution.

Method
The primary data used for this article were produced through an SQLR. The data were collected 
in a form that makes them quantifiable and, as a result, easily analysed. The method for updating 
the SQLR followed the same data gathering and tabulation described in Jalandoni et al. (2019). 
The search date range was set from 2017 until 2020 to update results from the previous SQLR. 
For a detailed methodology on conducting an SQLR, see Jalandoni et al. (2019), Pickering and 
Byrne (2013), and Petticrew and Roberts (2006).

During the 2017 data gathering, a range of (English language–based) library data sources were 
searched. It was found that Google Scholar located everything that was on the other databases 
except for some doctoral theses. As a consequence, for the current updated study, only Google 
Scholar was used as a search engine. It would seem that the Google Scholar algorithms have 
changed since 2017 and doctoral theses are now included in the results. Every geographic location 
(Southeast Asia generally, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam, Cambodia, 
Laos, Brunei, Myanmar, and East Timor/Timor-Leste, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Marianas/Mariana 
Islands, Guam, Saipan, Tinian, Rota, Palau, Federated States of Micronesia/FSM, Yap, Pohnpei, 
Chuk/Truk/Chuuk, Kosrae, Marshall Islands and Kiribati) was Boolean-searched using the 
following rock art terminologies: rock art, rock-art, cave art, painted site, pictograph, pictogram, 
stencil, engravings and petroglyph.

For compiling the SQLR, every record identified by the Google Scholar search engine was added 
to a spreadsheet and duplicated records were removed. Each record was then screened for access 
and language and the resulting abstracts, books, book chapters, theses and journal articles were 
analysed; entries that were geographically out of scope or not about rock art were excluded. 
The remaining eligible entries were tabulated in an Excel spreadsheet based on author location 
affiliation, year of publication, journal title (if applicable), geographic region, kind of rock art, 
artist, sites discussed and study methods used. Figure 14.1 is a flowchart of the method adapted 
from Moher et al. (2009) for systematic reviews.
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Figure 14.1: Flowchart using PRISMA (preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and 
meta-analyses) statement for the systematic review.
Source: Adapted from Moher et al. 2009.

The most conspicuous limitation of this method for the study area is that only publications in 
English are included. There are several Southeast Asian countries that publish in their native 
language(s) and those publications were excluded, which may have altered the patterns observed in 
this study. Fortunately, the method allowed for this and other exclusions as long as the exclusions 
were made explicit. Museum papers were excluded owing to access constraints. Unfortunately, 
these exclusions limit the scope of the study, but they were necessary because a comprehensive 
list of all the literature available on the rock art of Southeast Asia and Micronesia would have 
required physically visiting museums and historic preservation offices across the region (Jalandoni 
et al. 2019), clearly beyond the scope of current research. Furthermore, if museum papers were 
included, they would bias the counts in favour of areas where I have worked extensively, such as 
the Philippines, Palau, Guam and Saipan.

Some grey literature was also omitted using this method, largely because such literature is often 
of restricted access; permissions for access to such literature could take years to obtain and, 
in some cases, never be received. Even if some access were granted, the literature would have 
required translation from, for example, Bahasa Indonesian, Bahasa Malayan, Thai, Vietnamese, 
Khmer and Mandarin languages into English.
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Finally, it was deemed necessary for this current study to use the same methodology, with the 
same limitations, as was used in Jalandoni et al. (2019) to provide a basis to compare the June 
2017 data with the updated February 2020 data.

For the second part of the research presented in this paper, a subset of the data was created that only 
included works where there was at least one Australia-affiliated author. This subset of 65 publications 
was less prone to have been impacted by the limitations of the SQLR because Australia-affiliated 
researchers do not often author non-English publications and local grey literature.

Results

Updating from June 2017 to February 2020
The updated search revealed 157 new entries collected from June 2017 until February 2020. 
When the records of 2017 and other sources were added there was a total of 558 entries. After 
duplicates were removed and the entries screened for language and access, 466 references 
remained. Those references were further analysed, and 197 were excluded because they were not 
related to rock art, they only peripherally mentioned it or their topics were not within our scope. 
A total of 179 references were included in the February 2020 systematic review, up from 126 in 
June 2017, which equates to a 42 per cent increase in scholarship in less than three years.

Distribution of publications by year and location
There was a gradual rise in Southeast Asia and Micronesia rock art scholarship, with a peak in 
2018 (Figure 14.2). The high count in 2018 was partially explained by the O’Connor et al. 
(2018) edited book on Sulawesi, which presented several chapters of rock art research. Up to 
2017, Thailand and Peninsular Malaysia and Malaysian Borneo, in that order, had the most 
research outputs for the region (Table 14.1). By 2020, there was an overall increase in research 
across the region, but Sulawesi had more than doubled its output, placing it with the most 
outputs, followed by Thailand, and Peninsular Malaysia tied with East Timor (Table  14.1, 
Figure 14.3). Aubert et al. (2014) triggered global interest in the oldest figurative and stencil 
rock art in Sulawesi, which has had a ripple effect on research, with researchers responding and 
more research being conducted on the island.

Figure 14.2: Distribution of rock art research output by year. Each dot is one output.
Source: Author’s summary.
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Figure 14.3: Geographical distribution of rock art research by 2017 (inner circle) and 2020 
(outer circle).
Source: Author’s summary.

Table 14.1: Counts for four areas of most published rock art research in Southeast Asia and 
Micronesia pre-June 2017 and June 2017 until February 2020.

Sulawesi Thailand P. Malaysia M. Borneo East Timor

Up to June 2017 14 22 18 16 11

June 2017 – February 2020 17 5 6 4 9

Total 31 27 24 20 20

Source: Author’s summary of results.

Methods used in publications
Methods described in each research output were classified as recording or survey, observation, 
literature review, interpretation, condition assessment, dating, excavation and pigment analysis 
(Figure  14.4). One research output might have employed several methods and all were 
counted. All  the methods were self-explanatory except observation, which was classified as 
those publications that might have been focused on some other archaeological site and mention 
that it was near rock art with no other information; usually it was the only method used in 
the publication. The drop of observations from 36 in the 2017 dataset to only six additional 
entries in the 2020 dataset could be an indication of rock art research no longer being treated as 
‘fringe’ archaeology.
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Figure 14.4: Methods used in Southeast Asian and Micronesian rock art research by 2017 
and 2020.
Source: Author’s summary.

The most common methods of rock art research documented in the publications were recording 
or survey. This was expected because surveying and recording are the foundation of rock art 
research. Although not represented in Figure  14.4, the survey and recording methods have 
become more sophisticated over recent years. Between 2017 and 2020, the publications were 
more recording than survey and the recordings were no longer manual recordings, but employed 
digital techniques, such as multispectral imaging, drones, and 3D models from photogrammetry 
and laser scanning (see Majid et al. 2017; Zainuddin 2019). There was also a significant increase 
in publications providing interpretations of the rock art. For example, researchers were making 
more connections between motifs and using rock art to answer questions of migration or 
providing some additional insight into the rock art besides recording.

There are overall very few research outputs with condition assessment, dating, excavation and 
pigment analysis. A possible explanation for this is that those methods can be costly or require 
specialist training. However, there were proportionally more papers on dating and pigment 
analysis in the last three years than before mid-2017.

Author affiliation
Data on author affiliation included all authors, but if more than one author was from the same 
country, that country was only counted once per publication, following Jalandoni et al. (2019). 
For example, one article may have several Australian authors and one Malaysian author but 
would only be counted as one for Australia and one for Malaysia. The updated 2020 data still 
showed Australia-affiliated authors dominated the research publications in Southeast Asia and 
Micronesia (Figure 14.5). East Timor ties with Malaysian Borneo for the fourth most research 
outputs (Table 14.1; Figure 14.5).
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Figure 14.5: Author affiliations for rock art research done in Southeast Asia and Micronesia 
by 2017 and 2020.
Source: Author’s summary.

Australia-affiliated researchers
After seeing the dominance of Australia-affiliated authors in the region (Figure  14.6), more 
analysis was necessary to understand the implications. The data used for this part of the study 
were a subset of 65 out of the total 179 in the SQLR that filtered for publications that had at 
least one Australia-affiliated author. First, the geography of the scholarship was used to determine 
whether the research focused on particular locations or spread out across the region. Second, 
authors were traced back to their affiliated institutes in Australia. Third, collaboration based on 
the authorship was examined to see whether Australia-affiliated researchers published with locals, 
as indicated by an author affiliation on the publication from the country where the rock art was 
located. Finally, when Australia-affiliated authors collaborated with locals, which of the two was 
first author was noted. The word ‘local’ indicates authors who are affiliated with institutions in 
Southeast Asia and Micronesia.
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Figure 14.6: Geographic distribution of rock art research outputs in Southeast Asia and 
Micronesia proportioned between Australia-affiliated and not affiliated with Australia. The 
bigger the circle, the more research outputs mention the area.
Source: Author’s summary.

Geographic proportion of Australia-affiliated research
Every publication was analysed for the location of the work and whether the publication had 
at least one Australia-affiliated researcher or only non-Australia-affiliated researchers. If one 
publication talked about several locations, all research locations were included in the calculation. 
Every country and island group in Southeast Asia and Micronesia has had an Australia-affiliated 
researcher publish about its rock art (Figure  14.6). Australia-affiliated researchers have been 
involved in the majority of English-language rock art publications that discuss East Timor, 
Sulawesi, Myanmar, West Papua, Maluku, Vietnam, Taiwan, Palau, Saipan, Pohnpei and Kiribati. 
All the rock art publications found in the SQLR of Java and Lesser Sunda, Indonesia, have 
Australia-affiliated authors. There is no known rock art in Singapore, Brunei, Yap, Chuuk, Kosrae 
and the Marshall Islands and this has been mentioned only by Australia-affiliated researchers.

It is interesting to note that a large proportion of the publications about Thailand and Peninsular 
Malaysia have no Australia-affiliated researchers, and yet they are still among the areas with the 
most research outputs. The publications with no Australia-affiliated researcher involved were 
published by locally affiliated researchers or with co-authors affiliated with institutions from the 
United Kingdom, the United States of America, France or elsewhere (see Jalandoni et al. 2019 for 
further discussion). Also, much of the research in Thailand is in Thai and therefore excluded from 
the SQLR, so Thai scholarship may be much higher than is represented in this paper. Sumatra, 
Laos, Hong Kong and Guam are also locations where most of the rock art research has been 
published without any affiliation with Australia.
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Institutional affiliation
Australia-affiliated academics are producing many publications on the rock art found throughout 
Southeast Asia and Micronesia (Figure 14.6). The next step in the analysis of these publications 
was to trace the institutions the authors list as their affiliation (Figure 14.7). The information 
could be of interest to prospective students who plan to make this region their study area. 
The dominance of Australia-affiliated rock art researchers for the region indicates that there has 
been extensive funding and support from institutions and that the researchers in those institutions 
are successfully receiving Australian Research Council and other grants to conduct their research.

Figure 14.7: Publications from Southeast Asia and Micronesia rock art traced back to the 
Australia-affiliated authors’ institutions.
Source: Author’s summary.
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The first or earliest Australian author’s institution was counted for this study and if an author 
listed several affiliations, only the primary institution was included. Therefore, every publication 
involving an Australia-affiliated researcher was recorded from one location in Australia to one 
location in Southeast Asia or Micronesia. If the work involved all of Southeast Asia, such as a 
regional overview, then it was connected to one point in Southeast Asia, decided by Google to 
be in Borneo. Malaysian Borneo and Indonesian Kalimantan were combined into one point. 
The purpose of Figure 14.7 was to trace the institutional affiliations of the authors to determine 
which institutions in Australia are supporting particular research. However, this does not take 
into account the possibility that an author did the fieldwork while at one institution but wrote 
the paper affiliated with another institution and other scenarios.

Most of the researchers we identified are affiliated with Canberra and southeast Queensland 
(Figure  14.7). While The Australian National University (ANU) in Canberra has a higher 
total tally of 35 research outputs, in the last three years Griffith University (GU) in southeast 
Queensland has almost doubled its research outputs and exceeded the research output of 
ANU for the same period (Table  14.2). From mid-2017 to early 2020, there have been 21 
Australia-affiliated research outputs: 11 GU, eight ANU, one University of Wollongong and 
one University of Queensland. Most of the research projects have been funded by the Australian 
Research Council.

Table 14.2: Distribution of author affiliation to The Australia National University, 
Griffith University and all other Australian institutions pre-June 2017, and June 2017 until 
February 2020.

Year The Australia National University Griffith University Others Total

Up to June 2017 27 12 5 44

June 2017 – February 2020 8 11 2 21

Total 35 23 7 65

Source: Author’s summary.

It is important to reflect on the extent to which these research bodies, and the government 
perspectives and policies that guide and regulate their activities, are addressing questions of 
diversity, inclusion and ethical representation, while conducting research work in these areas. Part 
of the aim of decolonising academic imperialism is ensuring Indigenous voices are represented 
to challenge Western research design. These forms of collaboration, facilitated through the 
consideration of representation and inclusivity, often aid in decentring colonial academic 
practices. In this context, the policies of Western research bodies and universities call for scrutiny. 
Questions of intersectionality (how aspects of a person’s social and political identity can expose 
them to overlapping forms of discrimination) must be raised when thinking about ethical 
collaboration and research design to counter Eurocentric approaches to archaeological research 
(Monton-Subias and Hernando 2018). One of the significant processes through which efforts of 
decolonisation can take place is through reconsidering the ‘underlying logics’ of writing historical 
narratives that are central to archaeological research (Monton-Subias and Hernando 2018).

Author productivity
The next line of investigation was on who were the most prolific authors. Again, this could 
interest prospective students looking for mentors. A word cloud is a good graphic for quickly 
visualising the frequency of authors (Figure 14.8). The data used to generate the word cloud 
included only Australia-affiliated authors. Therefore, if an author has another institution as their 
primary affiliation, they are no longer counted among Australian authors.
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Figure 14.8: Word cloud of Australia-affiliated rock art authors. The larger the size of the 
name, the more outputs.
Source: Author’s summary.

As of early 2020, Sue O’Connor was the most prolific Australia-affiliated rock art researcher of 
the Southeast Asian and Micronesian region with 19 publications, and Paul Taçon was a close 
second with 18 publications (Figure  14.8). Between mid-2017 and early 2020, O’Connor 
(ANU) and Taçon (GU) were the most prolific authors with seven outputs each, while Jalandoni 
(GU) and O’Connor (ANU) tie for the most first-author publications with four each. O’Connor 
was involved with seven and Kealy with four of the eight publications to have come out of ANU. 
In contrast, GU has their 11 publications spread among Taçon (seven), Brumm (five), Aubert 
(four) and Jalandoni (four), who sometimes published with each other.

Collaboration style
With all these Australia-affiliated researchers working in Southeast Asia and Micronesia, the 
type of collaboration with locals was the next line of inquiry. Five types of collaboration were 
identified and each publication was classified accordingly.

• Type 1: Australia-affiliated researcher collaborated with a local researcher
• Type 2: Australia-affiliated researcher published as sole author
• Type 3: Australia-affiliated researcher collaborated with other Australia-affiliated researchers
• Type 4: Australia-affiliated researcher collaborated with a non-local international researcher
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• Type 5: One of the authors was Australia-affiliated in the publication but identified as 
Southeast Asian or Micronesian. Type 5 publications included doctoral theses from Australian 
institutions authored by Southeast Asians or Micronesians.

Out of 65 publications with Australia-affiliated researchers, 27 were Type 1 and 10 were Type 5, 
therefore 57 per cent of the publications had local-affiliated authors involved (Figure 14.9). Up 
to mid-2017, there were 23 instances of Types 1 and 5 publications out of 44 in total, making 
53 per cent. There was an increase from mid-2017 to early 2020, as there were 14 examples of 
Types 1 and 5 publications out of 21, making for 67 per cent. The ratio of collaboration between 
Australia-affiliated and local researchers increased during this period. There has been only one 
additional publication each for Type 2 and Type 4 collaborations in the three-year period from 
2017 to 2020. However, the number of Type 3 collaborations almost doubled in the same period 
(see Figure 14.9).

Figure 14.9: Distribution of collaboration for Australia-affiliated publications.
Source: Author’s summary.

In this context, re-examining the choices made in designing ethical collaborative work is 
crucial (Rogers 2006). One of the major tenets to keep in mind while rethinking diversity and 
representation in academic work is cultural representation.

Communication scholars define cultural appropriation as ‘Any instance in which a group borrows 
or imitates the strategies of another – even when the tactic is not intended to deconstruct or 
distort the other’s meanings and experiences’ (Shugart 1997:210–211). Although this definition 
is far from complete, as it ignores social and political nuances of disadvantaged or oppressed 
groups appropriating the culture of the majority, this concept has gained rightful relevance and 
significance in broader social, cultural and political contexts (Black 2002; Harold 2004).

Examining the most commonly practised modes of collaboration between researchers opens 
dialogue for rethinking the ways in which oppressive cultural appropriation is often facilitated 
and can be avoided in terms of research collaborations. The context of decolonisation becomes 
relevant as it is the ‘anti-colonial struggle that grows out of grassroot spaces’ (Zavala 2013:58). 
Thinking in terms of representation and inclusion, considering how research collaboration might 
look in non-Western spaces, can become a significant agent of change and decolonisation. While 
decolonisation, both as a concept and process, is gaining momentum in archaeological research 
(Atalay 2006; Lilley 2006), the complex way in which neoliberal ethnocentric attitudes and 
approaches become inherent to research design requires reflection, specifically within the context 
of Australia and Southeast Asia and Micronesia.
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Type 1 and Type 5 publications were the ideal collaborations because they indicated a sharing 
of knowledge. For example, the Australia-affiliated researchers might have brought their 
technological and theoretical background of rock art research and the local collaborators provided 
local context and insight. For this reason, Type 5 can be solo-authored publications because they 
embody the shared knowledge in one person – a local with community knowledge that has 
Australian research training and support or other motivations.

Ulm et al. (2013:42) noted ‘low participation rates of professionally qualified Indigenous 
archaeologists’ after a survey of Australian archaeologists. Building capacity among locals whenever 
possible should be included in every project plan for ethical research. In this way the knowledge 
is shared, and the research can be sustainable if the locals are engaged and empowered. Further, 
it is important to note that while sharing knowledge is productive, it is not always ethical. Often, 
first authors of research outcomes are decided based on several factors such as funding bodies like 
universities and research centres as well as host countries. As a result of systemic hierarchies, it is 
usually expected that researchers from universities and researchers who are representative of the 
funding bodies invite local ethnic researchers for collaboration but at a cost: namely the senior 
partner(s) is/are to be the first author(s). This is indicative of the ways in which the hierarchical 
and marginalising systemic patterns, in which academic research practice often functions, creates 
a lack of cultural consideration for conducting research in non-Western geographical areas. 
An alternative way of addressing this issue could be centred around prioritising the voice of the 
local authors in the research that emerges out of these areas. Admittedly, publication authorship 
concerns are a Western concept and may not even be an aspiration for local collaborators; this is 
still a discussion that needs to be made.

First author affiliation
The increase in Type  1 and Type  5 
collaboration between researchers from 
Australia and Southeast Asia and Micronesia 
was reassuring. It prompted the next inquiry 
into the distribution of first authorship when 
Australia-affiliated researchers collaborated 
with locals and vice-versa. The data collected 
up to 2017 showed that locals had more 
first authorships than Australia-affiliated 
researchers (Figure 14.10). From mid-2017 to 
early 2020, there are more Australia-affiliated 
authors who are first authors. However, this 
does not take into account that there are also 
many locals now publishing without any 
international researchers (see Fauzi et al. 2019; 
Idrees and Pradhan 2017; Leihitu and Permana 
2018). This could signal a positive direction in 
which ethical and considered research patterns 
are gradually developing within archaeological 
research. While it is unproductive to pit these 
two emerging patterns against each other, 
it is also important to celebrate the gradual 
emergence of local voices in rock art research.

Figure 14.10: Distribution of first authorship 
between Australia-affiliated researchers and 
locals by 2017 and 2020.
Source: Author’s summary.
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Discussion
By updating the SQLR data of Southeast Asia and Micronesia rock art research from mid-2017 
to early 2020, many of the revelations from Jalandoni et al. (2019) have been reaffirmed, notably 
that the number of publications by year is on a rising trend and that English publications are still 
dominated by Australia-affiliated researchers.

Although there is a significant rise in the rock art research from these geographical areas, the local 
voices that are crucial in understanding the heritage, culture and complex historical trajectories 
in the region are sometimes still absent. The problematics of a lack of ethical collaborations are 
too many to be enumerated in this paper. However, the data presented in this paper serve as 
a basis to reflect on collaborations and project development in archaeological research in the 
Southeast Asian and Micronesian region and, if needed, how they can be decolonised and made 
more diversified and ethical. The inequities of Australian archaeology, such as the ‘glass ceiling’ 
for women and low Indigenous participation rates, noted by Smith and Burke (2006) and Mate 
and Ulm (2021), respectively, should not be exported.

Australia-affiliated rock art researchers also need to reflect on whether they are unconsciously 
propagating ‘colonial science’ or ‘parachute science’ in Southeast Asia and Micronesia. ‘Parachute 
science’ is a term used to describe how high-income or Western countries drop in on low-
income countries to conduct research without providing any benefit, such as capacity building 
or infrastructure, to local researchers or the community (de Vos 2020). As a critique against 
parachute science, researchers used a similar SQLR method on warm water coral reef biodiversity 
research that showed approximately 40  per cent of publications for fieldwork conducted in 
Indonesia and the Philippines had no local researcher involvement, but the trend was moving 
towards more local involvement (Stefanoudis et al. 2021). Stefanoudis et al. (2021) provided 
many suggestions for avoiding parachute science, such as engaging the next generation of local 
researchers and sharing collections. Capacity building might be measured in the future in the 
form of more local-led publications, as the trend has already shown.

A valid criticism against the work presented here is that systematic quantitative literature reviews 
are a Western methodology themselves. Therefore, this work is inadvertently colonial in itself, 
best evidenced by the inclusion of only English publications, as is standard for this methodology. 
However, this methodology was chosen to have a basis of comparison with the previous 
SQLR conducted by Jalandoni et al. (2019), without any social issues in mind. The issues of 
colonialism and collaboration became apparent from describing the subset of Australia-affiliated 
research using publication-related metrics. Admittedly, SQLRs are not the right tool to examine 
these important issues because the data are derived solely from quantitative metrics about the 
publication, but they may help in exposing them.

It is important that the patterns of research collaboration with locals are reflected on as they 
contribute to a rich and in-depth diversity of knowledge and lead to newer ways of rethinking 
and implementing innovative research methods. Further, dialogue between the local voices of 
expertise in these regions opens up more complex historical, material and cultural decolonisation 
of archaeological practice and research that is seminal to the growth and development of the 
discipline. This is an important aspect of conducting research in non-Western areas, as it often 
succeeds in capturing the multiple sensorial and affective cultural, social and historical layers of 
these rock art sites and their complex traditional perspectives.

It is important to continually critique the reasons for a dominance of Australian publications 
in these regions and to open a scope for critiquing Eurocentric patterns. While the SQLR may 
invoke questions, further data collection and other methods of analysis are necessary to answer 
them. The intention of this paper has been to be a starting point for discussion about ethical 
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collaboration and academic imperialism, among other topics. While these data might seem 
limited to a subset of researchers of a specific region, the points of reflection extend to the general 
field of archaeology.
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