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When using the Significance Threshold Test to distinguish between core and non-core research roles, three verdicts might ensue, 1) roles that satisfy both indispensability and specificity conditions are deemed significant, 2) roles that do not satisfy both indispensability and specificity conditions are deemed insignificant, 3) roles whose indispensability and/or specificity cannot be sufficiently clarified are of inconclusive significance. In what follows, the application of the Significance Threshold Test on three roles that were identified by means of an exploratory search of the literature in Hosseini (2021) are directly quoted.
1) The role of community engagement is deemed significant because it satisfies both indispensability and specificity conditions: 
a) Indispensability: “When research involving human subjects is conducted across cultural, structural or economic boundaries, community engagement efforts (e.g., interacting with the community via workshops and meetings) ensure that instrumental objectives of the research are achieved without flouting moral ideals or harming communities (Reynolds & Sariola 2018). These efforts aim to ensure that mandatory research policies and available best practices are adapted to fit the specific and local circumstances of each project (De Weger et al. 2018; Kaiser et al. 2016; Patten et al. 2019). Without these efforts, projects may be found to have trespassed research norms and be interrupted or suspended (Holzer et al. 2014)”. 
b) Specificity: “Through facilitating the interaction between researchers and communities, this task directly affects “the well-being of the community” and their understanding of the research questions/content (Ahmed & Palermo 2010, p. 1383). This task enhances researchers’ understanding regarding power dynamics, leadership, social/political expectations, values and norms about the inhabitants of the place where research is conducted (Israel et al. 1998). Since findings in community-based research are sometimes inseparable from the relationship between the participants and inquirers, by providing cultural and historical input about the host community (Guba & Lincoln 1989), community engagement efforts constructively affect the reported data, claims, results and conclusions. For instance, providing knowledge about host community’s history/values may result in the development of solid data collection and data analysis techniques (Bracic 2018), both of which have a direct impact on the reported data, claims, results and conclusions.” 
2) The role of Communication and correspondence with other contributors and editorial teams is deemed insignificant because it only satisfies the indispensability conditions:
a) Indispensability: “Communication and correspondence is a task that connects the contributors of a project to one another, and also to editorial teams. This task involves reporting individual contributions during the submission process, coordinating revision/resubmission efforts and responding to queries about published manuscripts (Kremenak 2010). Those conducting this task ensure that “all coauthors agree with the submitted and all subsequent revised versions of the manuscript” (Sterken 2011, p. 203). Accurate reporting of individual contributions and effective correspondence with editorial teams as well as project members require an overall awareness of individual contributions and ethical concerns such as conflicting interests (McNutt et al. 2018). Therefore, regardless of discipline or context, correspondence and communication is an indispensable task in the publication process that comes with distinct responsibilities (Ludvigsson et al. 2018).”
b) Specificity: “Although in contentious circumstance this task could become a non-routine task (e.g., in controversial situations such as authorship disputes, allegations of error/misconduct and retractions), since it only facilitates communication between parties, it does not make a direct and result-changing contribution to claims, data, results or conclusions. Even in cases where editors/peer-reviewers make suggestions that may affect content/conclusions, since corresponding contributors only communicate reviewers’ suggestions with the rest of the group, this task cannot be specific. Hence, this is an indispensable but generic task, and is deemed insignificant.[footnoteRef:1]” [1:  Some journals do not send their decision about a manuscript to all authors and only contact the corresponding author. Although in these cases too, the corresponding author is assumed to naturally be interested in sharing the decision and detailed comments with all the other co-authors. Partial disclosure of correspondence with journals with other authors could be seen as a questionable practice and abuse of both the editorial team’s and co-authors’ trust.] 

3) The role of legal support is deemed inconclusive because its specificity cannot be sufficiently clarified:
a) Indispensability: “Legal support is sought in situations where patents, intellectual property rights or any financial interests are at stake. For example, in areas such as Biotechnology and Pharmaceutical research where both companies and universities make significant financial investments, the economic attraction/appeal of research ideas are dependent on their legal status, and necessitate seeking legal advice (Resnik 2007). Legal support is also sought when research results might have legal ramifications for a specific industry, e.g., exploring tobacco’s harmful effects (Crosbie & Glantz 2014), in projects that investigate participants who are involved in illegal activities or projects where vulnerable participants (e.g., children, subjects with disability) are recruited (Heesters et al. 2017).[footnoteRef:2] In these cases, legal support is an indispensable task for achieving research objectives.” [2:  Furthermore, the importance of legal support is also shown by Resnik’s principle of Legality. This principle mandates scientists to follow laws pertaining to their work (Resnik 2005).] 

b) Specificity: “Although many research projects require legal advice and support, this task is not always directly associated with research questions/content. Depending on whether legal support is provided in an advisory/administrative form or as part and parcel of a research endeavor, this task may or may not affect the status of data, claims, results and conclusions. For instance, in the field of digital systems where legal support is considered as a non-technical contribution and only relevant in keeping trade secrets (Reid & Rhodes 2016), it cannot affect research results and conclusions. Similarly, in Biomedical and Health contexts where legal support protects projects from legal disputes and fines that may result from illegal sharing of data (Fienberg 1994), it is not realistic for this task to have a direct impact on research results or conclusions.[footnoteRef:3] On the contrary, in cases where legal support affects drug safety (Zweig 2017), or in public-scientist partnerships where legal advisors are actively present throughout the research process (e.g., Flint-Michigan water crisis); the provided legal advice constructively affects the reported data, claims and results (Soleri et al. 2016). In Biotechnology and Genetic Engineering where legal and technical expertise cannot be easily separated (because technical views need legal argumentation), legal support constructively affects research results and its conclusions (Godt 2016). Hence, since the specificity of this task is dependent on its scope/purpose, it cannot be declared as a clear-cut significant task, and is deemed inconclusive.” [3:  In its advisory/administrative form, this task is often conducted by non-core members such as research ethics committee members (some of whom should not be specifically recognised to keep their identity anonymous) (Douglas 2007; Lakeman & FitzGerald 2009), or universities’/laboratories’ technology transfer offices (Resnik 2007). Both of these entities operate independent of research projects and only provide administrative/supportive advice.] 
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