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Appendix 1: Frequency of Likert scale responses to the questionnaire in the 

fuzzy Delphi method - first step – threshold  
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6 

5 4.383178

487 

85 

2   3 6 1 10 3 3.8740
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In Appendix 1, rows 3, 6, 7, 9, and 11 are eliminated as they have a consensus 

percentage of less than 70 percent. Other elements in the second step have a 

consensus of more than 70 percent and are selected as modern marketing mix 

elements that are effective in selling cosmetic and health products.W. Kendall 

coefficient (coefficient of agreement) is used to confirm this consensus. The null 

hypothesis measures the consensus between experts. In the second step test, the 

degree of freedom and the value of the chi-square are equal to 11.63 and the 

Kendall coefficient is 0.871 and the significance level is 0.137. Since it is not 

significant at an error level of less than 1% and the Kendall coefficient is higher 

than 0.5 and aims to 1, it can be stated with 99% confidence that the difference in 

the average ratings is not significant and there is consensus among the panel 

members. 

 

Appendix 2: Test-retest reliability from the experts’ perspective 

R  Interview 

title  

Total 

number of 

codes 

Agreements  Disagreements  Test-retest 

reliability 

1 First  79 25 11 63% 

2 Second  41 14 8 68% 

3 Total  120 39 19 65% 

 

As shown in Appendix 2, the total number of codes in the 30-day period is 120, the 

number of agreements is 39, and the number of disagreements is 19. The test-retest 

reliability of the interviews conducted in the present study is 65 percent, and since 

this value is above 60 percent, the reliability of the items is confirmed. 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 3: Analysis of variance by gender with all variables 

 Total 

Degree 
of 

freedom Average F 

Level of 
Significance 

Brand 
image 

Between 
groups 

197 .  1 .197 .747 0.391 

Within 
groups 

14.535 327 .264 
  

Total 14.732 328    

Attracti
veness 

Between 
groups 

.063 1 .063 .153 0.697 

Within 
groups 

22.507 327 .409 
  

Total 22.570 328    

Emotio
ns 

Between 
groups 

.925 1 .925 2.730 0.104 

Within 
groups 

18.630 327 .339 
  

Total 19.555 328    

Quality
/ 

product 

Between 
groups 

.107 1 .107 .552 0.461 

Within 
groups 

10.668 327 .194 
  

Total 10.775 328    

Trust 

Between 
groups 

.538 1 .538 2.549 0.116 

Within 
groups 

11.601 327 .211 
  

Total 12.139 328    

Adverti
sing 

Between 
groups 

.943 1 .943 1.631 0.207 

Within 
groups 

31.787 327 .578 
  

Total 32.730 328    

Price 
Between 

groups 
.000 1 .000 .001 0.979 



Within 
groups 

10.779 327 .196 
  

Total 10.779 328    

Is there a significant difference between the opinions of the samples in terms of 

gender? 

H0: There is no significant difference. 

H1: There is a significant difference. 

The results of data analysis are presented using analysis of variance from SPSS 

software. As can be seen, the significance level is more than 5%, so there is no 

difference between the opinions of women and men in all factors. 

 

Similar to the statistical analysis above that was conducted to test the difference in 

gender, a statistical test was also conducted for age, education level, and number of 

purchases, and the result, based on the significance level, was that these variables 

did not have a significant effect on the participants' opinions. 

 

 

Appendix 4: Questionnaire Items and Sources 

Marketing 

Mix Element 

Example Items Source / Origin 

Product Quality and safety of cosmetic products 

affect purchase decisions. 

Kotler & Keller 

(2016) 
 

Product packaging and dermatological 

approval influence customer trust. 

Researcher-

designed 

Price Discounts and promotions increase 

willingness to buy. 

Goi (2009) 

 
Perceived fairness of price affects 

customer satisfaction. 

Researcher-

designed 

Place 

(Distribution) 

Availability of products in pharmacies 

increases purchase frequency. 

Lovelock & Wirtz 

(2016) 



 
Access to multiple pharmacy branches 

improves convenience. 

Researcher-

designed 

Promotion Staff recommendations affect customers’ 

purchasing. 

Researcher-

designed 
 

Social media advertisements increase 

brand awareness. 

Chaffey & Ellis-

Chadwick (2020) 

People Pharmacist’s knowledge and 

communication skills influence loyalty. 

Kotler (2017) 

 
Professional appearance of staff builds 

credibility. 

Researcher-

designed 

Process Simplicity and speed of the purchasing 

process affect satisfaction. 

Lovelock & Wirtz 

(2016) 
 

Offering free product samples improves 

trust. 

Researcher-

designed 

Physical 

Evidence 

Store layout and cleanliness influence 

perceived quality. 

Kotler & Keller 

(2016) 
 

Lighting and product arrangement affect 

buying mood. 

Researcher-

designed 
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Table 5: Determining expertise for conducting an interview 

Years of experience 1 to 5 Years  6 to 10 

Years  

11 to 15 

Years  

16 to 20 

Years  

More than 

20  

Likert scale Very low 1 Low 2 Average 3 High 4  Very high 

5  

Knowledge of 

cosmetic products 

     

Knowledge and 

experience in selling 

cosmetic products 

     

Score in both 

conditions 

2 4 6 8 10 

 


