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ABSTRACT

This study empirically analyzed consumers' brand perception, assessment, and attitudes toward
the Gucci fashion brand in a time series using Big Data. Specifically, a set of keywords for a pe-
riod of three years—starting when the brand’s creative director was replaced —was extracted
through text mining. Changes in consumers’ assessment and perceptions of the brand were ana-
lyzed empirically through opinion mining. Gucci was selected for analysis based on sales statistics
for the second quarter of 2017 from British fashion magazine BoF and global fashion shopping
platform Lyst. The study’s time period was divided into three groups: January 1, 2015 to
December 31, 2015; January 1, 2016 to December 31, 2016;and January 1, 2017 to December
31, 2017. Text was extracted and refined based on text mining techniques. Keywords were then
analyzed to identify words that represented the brand. Through the fashion data analysis plat-
form we conducted opinion mining for one week to analyze consumers' overall evaluation of the
brand. We also identified trend changes using an interest graph based on the amount of Gucci
keywords that were searched, as well as the dates featuring the highest interest.

Key words: big data(®]t]©]€l), fashion brand(3|1 A E), opinion mining(2F Y wloly),
sentimental analysis(7/4d £41), text mining(8] = E w}o]y).
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@ AWA AWAEY Bk wE Folg BA Bk old@ /B Ageld © Yot B, &
a4 st E )W RS 4o 4UE $4L 4 dn

(Sentiment Analysis, 2016

) AR 2
. 0|2% ujz o4 Qsimelut B4 B, 4EY 5ol U@ w4
of F2 AGHL o, AT 24 ENZ A
1. 8lH|0|E &4 H] 2 (social network service, SNS) 42 A7
as wae quel anmmnn gy ge T FAAE 43 5 dland o e
T v o e okl Al 4 24 &&EHY ATHO Connor,
BRE mFHE SIS R 2N 1 Balasubramanyan, Routledge, & Smith, 2010).
@ e HEeE MY el el A1 A8 AR $AE UIENL(network) & el
B4E Sl AT Aol HE ARE EEH 5 gt pee wen =y gem
VA hESe AL FRASE AR O gme e (ede)® delE @3 223k
A MoEERE v 9t FHE FEHE o qons os pawm & vl od
A HAE AL SR HEASE HWE g a2 2h0 e BdE 97 AE), o
E slold, 9oul vl AMAATRA 5O o o aua mao) neqiAs guAes
3 rH(Kim, 2012) w413 W ol tH(Yoo, Kim. & Kim, 2013). ©]
FIEE P AlnSlt EAE S & ga ge arg wae delzgent Azva
4 UEAD AN2E ETaHl BRIH M 4 can o saudels Sa Lol
EEl s 5 Wl EASE S R ygns wda g9l deld elsdE suAs
HIOTEIE e A K oS FHs A o) gugon 4ye gdely aNnoz Hu
O YW AR B BN e HPE WA i o ize q9mes wSeld
PoClEl® wHE WEE AIES TEE U gy ggon) 4y 14 B9 a79E A
B8 AT, 53 Bl BEUEF 5L F L0 wonos zmw gor edE o
Shtel Wol 1ol WAZ TAE MU ooy qegme me AnD ReqAow
1% dolemolze] AZRARE AHRE ol wgis con oze Must wu A SH )
HERE AHE Zolf= doly wolYse v o glolE|2 o)A HwWA 71X 9= AEs B
2A MAE Sl MAHE G2E BAN Lo
A ARE ol 71elth(im, 2015).
7+ 54 (sentiment analysis) ©1 3 "2yl ) 9. 0 (Gueei)
oY (opinion mining)' 22X EF U, HAEZ]
AHE F235E= "€AE ulo]Yis 24 ow 20143 & R E w23 B¥)2e] (Marco Bizzarri)
FA W@ FHA A4 A4, BE hAel 7 CEOZ EeemAl wAHe taels Aue
F2HQ JASS GAERNE FEde] A oUAZ s BaAgel BAsgon, T
S Aol A7 A% B AwHoE B4/ A 2ulA 50% ool /A TRl Po F2
Wl £/ 2ol 27 WASE UMY of @ ¥Rol AL wdse naAs 449D
DA GHEAY FH A Foldl WaEAA F  FA WakshE A %A, 2L Avs &%
4 RY Fe FUL Aol AL /Roz 8 ek UAAd wolY A o 2 4dE n
T ool daEe W (polarity) € LMD ATk Ew, 20158 A AN 139 S Aa)



{Fig. 1> Alessandro Michele’s design
(Bae, 2017)

d 7o galely g4tz Z v (Alessandro

Michele) 7} M| 22 oo ElH tdHZ U g BAY A, 24 55 A3 AdYsty Elx}"]
WA (Fig. D3 2ol de Ha A9 dAH S T F AdE AH|zeln o)Qle) At
ol Ao Zx |, Al @, W Sgfo] T A SAE AFHSE DIY MU~E A&
2 A" 23 b dEoln AnjAEdA < AtH(Bae, 2017). (Fig. 2> o] 4¥3
715 AATH(Bae, 2017). AL ARolE wAGd & MEA T

FAE 220 dAuje} nAES HIHoz g 7}E(Gueel Garden)2 E3 gHgt=
galdA PME BAT HEE Q3o ujHo ek FHES B Stk
obd ERleATE Fuj7p Theek el 8 d= B HdEA BoFe 229 A &9 &
(Online only)’ &< AEAT o FEFEES T PE Lyst7b 38 20179 287] oo A3} &4
Aol Aol | mAd 5/ s FHE = of WEH 7bg FELE BAZ= A (Gucd) ©
AET} §o] 7 Ak ®, vAdE 270 A o, M2EAZ AF 109 ol A ]
tApelskE DIY(Do It Yourself) MBS 22 FEger FEe HE BA} WA dy

{Fig. 2> The redesigned Gucci Garden under the direction of Alessandro Michele
(Gucci, n.d.)
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{Fig. 3> Gucci growth graph
(Kim, 2018)
E 5 oEeE Ae AdE PR WE2 gotets A7t Skt doH, A dAA
2017 12716l Aoy 483%7F S7bskom, = A% B AF 7oy ) FoA vl
2871 % 39.3%7F S7Vele AsAE ATk & olE] A& F&tEE N9EY NE
2y 9E 3% Aoy (Kering) & 2017d 187 ol oy, 19 AdAE FEA AFE Al
w&o] 264% S7vstAA Hiel AA7IE ol Ao A},
o dfE 9% BAvt YRR Zadd & olo] et £ AfA T wlHolHE &&3t
Hlo| M 2017 d7lel 207%9 s ES BHA 54 A BERE Aol g Av|Ae HH
ot oolgig W& Ao A IFS wpon, Bt 2 Aag AFHoz EAst A
201610 9€ 30 °olF Mg Tt 445% F7rTh
3 HEtKEig. 3. +AE 719 T 39%9% ¥ 1) §XE mlojgdoz X9 AdH 7|9
F 85 FEAAAM 57%E AAL loH, HWel FE3t Z2H A9 509 719 EE
A AHYE 20173 olF A HAZ A 5% gog 5 BAT ik Auzte] #
A74E& &3 H(Danziger, 2017). AEOIY TAANE o] FollAle] Uis &
A=
M. o475 gk 2) S99 mloj & &83te] AHAES
s A FAT, FHT, F
1. 97 2X TolE ERt A BH;Z g &
A5 BAE Hrts A%
HECIE A4S AT 48 &4 229 3) 99) 1, 299 BA 3l 77kl AA
3 9 dHelH & 7% 2 s €43 Mahe] 7 WEe ctolu A st
=3 Atk A E oW wKolu HF, Ax
Z28F, A9 T st s oA Y] 2. HI0|E{ 27! THAF MK
dole 4 =& &&ste] F2 FAAE Y
A A 55 ¢ EdE B4 YT 5 dolElE Fsl7le Al Auate] HAE ¥

>0 & =8



YeolHE olgd WA BAL H7t Wa} Fo] B4
(Table 1) Big data analytics tools and scope
Category Details
2015.01.01-2015.12.31
Duration 2016.01.01-2016.12.31
2017.01.01-2017.12.31
Naver (blog, café, etc.)
Scope Daum (blog, café, etc.)
Google, Twitter, Facebook
Data screening Noun, adjective

g Fo] BHZ S8, B dolHE 2L o
A BAEE ARG o 2R WA 47
EAEQ Lystld AZH 278 AN 73
7 A9 1, 2918 fASEA 20174 287 @
W B4 A3 g % WE Ddseln Wik
A AF 109 el 7P B AF] Uk A
g 24 ooz ARt A8 7H B
cg gaoR nAE Hrke WaE $A8] 9
s gANER PAdst adelgy HdHe
A 20153%H 2017974 9] 7172 BHFT
ZF gt FAIF SR = 20159 1€ 19FE 2017
9129 319714 19 B9= E Al Ao ol
g /o BAsTA BT E dApdME o
oF +7 2 EAL 98 44 WEds Zea
W3t S AEelE A Y AL A
2 EYES B8 Table 1),

V. A4 23t
1. 2015 71 24 Zut

D) ¥2E vheld A3

A U3 EAE ol AA
E47F B wolt A (6304), 7HE(1060), 714
(904), A& (708), Ake]=(618), 7H5(563), B
(554), TIAR1(532), A\%H(444), BeI(436) 5
vehdth o 3 4ES #uE A9SEE by

(1060), A17+(444), Y239 (401), AIAI3LL), =2
22 (266), A=FEka(241), AE(190), AR
(167)¢] FZ=H Atk TF-IDF A7} 2 719E
= 7A(6925.65), 7H¥(317548), 7HA(2083.77),
A #(2069.74), ©12~59(1865.02), B = (1856.65),
7F=(1809.44), Z21(1733.16), T1AHQ1(1730.31), A
2H(1720.79) L2 YEStKTable 2). =3, €
< &l F=4 50709 Y EE Ut
4= H4e B4 24 5 59 2

H2BE P4 HAKFig. 4.

32

2) 23Ul wold A}

o
FOE 97U 24 vho|

o, 5¢9 25¢ 4.
d4e AAE Ade e 2oKFig 5. $F

(4L7%) BolZE Fh 59, #3, 4@, o
B 5o wolgel FEHomE, RH(215%) B
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{Table 2> Results of the analysis of the frequency of Gucci keywords in 2015

Rank Keyword TF(n) TF-IDF Rank Keyword TF(n) TF-IDF
1 Gucci 6,304 6,925.65 26 collection 282 1.224.95
2 bag 1,060 3.175.48 27 pretty 280 1,065.87
3 price 904 2,083.77 28 cross bag 266 1,148.45
4 product 708 2,069.74 29 present 260 989.73
5 size 618 1,721.71 30 blog 255 858.66
6 leather 563 1.809.44 31 model 244 1,010.92
7 brand 554 1.856.65 32 sun glass 241 1,079.04
8 design 532 1,730.31 33 high quality 239 893.30
9 purse 444 1,720.79 34 sales 234 851.20
10 color 436 1,733.16 35 snake 210 1,026.97
11 Exo 422 1.170.03 36 Cha Seung 210 879.83

Won
12 luxury 406 1,535.49 37 material 210 863.28
13 disco bag 401 1,865.02 38 Italia 198 917.68
14 store 376 1,543.02 39 popularity 197 799.91
15 photo 372 1.296.41 40 item 195 807.91
16 black 372 1,233.80 41 inquiry 195 746.59
17 second- 361 1.077.76 42 shoes 190 807.21
handed
18 transjjstion 336 1.004.69 13 shopping 186 812,72
19 Genuine 325 1,059.01 44 point 183 733.34
20 male 315 1,091.71 45 try-on 178 748.44
21 Fashion 312 1,100.22 46 Comfortable 174 697.28
22 Watch 311 1,288.51 47 Love 170 681.25
23 Logo 307 1,116.74 48 Long purse 167 741.92
24 Purchase 291 1,058.54 49 Sale 165 716.73
25 Style 288 1.076.45 50 New 164 730.51

{Fig. 4> Results of 2015 Gucci visualization and CONCOR analysis
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{Table 3> Gucci keywords from opinion mining 2015

Evaluation Associated words (examples)

Positive good, special, recommendation, good price, luxury, complete, pretty, various, modern,
(41.7%) nice, neat, love

Negative none, repair, weird, expensive, not good, exchange, hard, too much, giving up, ugly,
(21.5%) hate, heavy, uncomfortable

2. 20164 X £

M 23 2)
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{Fig. 5> 2015 Gucci interest graphs and opinion mining results
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HEAE ) 3 g AAE VIHERE A gy velze o, a3sdn, 4, oud,
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(1473.68) 2= YepttiTable 4). £33, g2
E sl ¢ Fal F2H 5019l AAEE Uy
2 9UHE $H4S BAT A% F vl 27

(Fig. 6).
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{Table 4> Results of the analysis of the frequency of Gucci keywords in 2016

Rank Keyword TF(n) TF-IDF Rank Keyword TF(n) TF-IDF
1 Gucci 6,980 7.668.31 26 Collection 300 1.256.90
2 Bag 883 2,729.39 27 trarlssaal;iion 296 928.11
3 Price 834 2,072.41 28 Style 285 1,058.37
4 Product 745 2,398.06 29 Inquiry 278 972.03
5 Size 628 1,881.32 30 Marmont 277 1.246.45
6 Black 628 1,849.11 31 Blog 273 909.69
7 Design 582 1.824.86 32 ii‘f;:d 266 886.37
8 Brand 538 1,847.49 33 Cross bag 261 1,093.50
9 Brag 499 1,316.89 34 Present 247 950.99
10 Leather 484 1,646.18 35 Loafer 246 1,074.88
11 Photo 470 1,473.68 36 Male 246 894.85
12 Purchase 432 1,423.80 37 Logo 245 932.63
13 Exo 419 1,161.71 38 High-end 240 902.69
14 Store 407 1,447.03 39 Red 236 913.60
15 Use 385 1,346.16 40 Shopping 229 976.15
16 Pretty 382 1,323.91 41 Watch 229 994.73
17 Genuine 377 1,147.78 42 Popularity 214 823.93
18 Fashion 372 1,289.25 43 Try-on 210 833.76
19 Color 369 1,351.85 44 Posting 209 825.81
20 Disco bag 363 1,668.03 45 [talia 198 925.22

21 Luxury 359 1,232.80 46 Pattern 197 87751
22 Sales 344 1,133.77 47 Point 196 785.44
23 Purse 327 1.222.22 48 Shg:;der 193 81151
24 Sneakers 326 1,340.14 49 Michelle 192 882.26
25 Shoes 305 1,193.17 50 Materials 188 763.36

{Fig. 6> Results of 2016 Gucci visualization and CONCOR analysis
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{Table 5> Gucci keywords from opinion mining 2016

Evaluation Associated words (examples)

Positive Good, high quality, recommendation, pretty, low price, love, various, neat, warm,
(47.6%) thankful, simple, well matching

Negative none, repair, weird, different, expensive, so so, difficult, exchange, different, ugly,
(14.4%) hate, ignorant, sensitive, busy

o
47.6%

{Fig. 7> 2016 Gucci interest graphs and opinion mining results
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{Table 6> Results of the analysis of the frequency of Gucci keywords in 2017

Rank Keyword TF(n) TF-IDF Rank Keyword TF(n) TF-IDF
1 Gucci 7.070 7,767.19 26 Collection 341 1,378.68
2 Bag 960 2,774.75 27 Fashion 339 1,185.32
3 Price 925 2.129.89 28 Blog 316 962.07
4 Sneakers 861 2,928.43 29 Present 316 1,095.17
5 Product 854 2.514.55 30 Half purse 313 1,138.56
6 Design 812 2,390.88 31 Logo 306 1.060.52
7 Size 792 2.195.89 32 Style 297 1.080.36
3 Purse 680 2,161.08 33 Popularity 291 1,026.17
9 Black 672 1,819.81 34 Inquiry 282 929.43
10 Store 592 1.829.90 35 Try-on 281 1,022.16
11 Purchase 566 1,695.58 36 Model 273 1,045.22
12 Leather 563 1,789.24 37 Point 269 956.39
13 Use 538 1,662.98 38 prlj)celzvct 265 1,041.93
14 Brand 523 1,662.12 39 Shopping 258 976.32
15 Sun glass 509 2,224.05 40 Review 253 892.17
16 Marmont 508 1,834.35 41 male 250 909.40
17 Brag 502 1,203.74 42 High quality 245 884.67
18 Photo 491 1,517.70 43 Posting 237 885.83
19 pretty 491 1,599.73 44 Sneak 233 1,040.56
20 Color 455 154754 15 Department 233 865.26

store
21 Shoes 395 1,404.36 46 Detail 230 890.38
22 Sales 390 1,148.33 47 embroidery 223 950.58
23 luxury 363 1.209.59 48 Item 222 877.18
24 Matelasse 360 1,449.13 49 Worry 222 795.54
25 red 356 1,186.26 50 Bee 220 977.38

{Fig. 8> Results of 2017 Gucci visualization and CONCOR analysis
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{Table 7> Gucci keywords from opinion mining 2017

Evaluation Associated words (examples)

Positive Good, recommendation, high quality, various, pretty, love, neat, luxury,
(47.2%) perfect, charming, vintage

Negative None, repair, weird, exchange, refund, different, so so, discrepant, expensive,
(12.9%) hate, difficult, too much, sensitive, regret
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01595 201798 FRE AFERE T A
o2 Cobol’l, 201614 20179 FHE 714
S A AUAZL AY, AE 22
BEVL 2930, o9 FHEA gL AL
2 01590 WL ASY, WE, A
AL, AEC FEEAAL 00680E 2

ATk A B = A TR, AR, ARl o
A

Uetg e, 2016l 12€  129(428,46071),
2017l = 3€ 139(3684617)° 7Mg =2
AES Ueen, 7ME 12 #HdEE uE
AR FH dFAe] eIy mholdS A
A3 2015991 S (417%), T H(36.8%),
(21.5%). 2016\3l= 54 (47.6%). = H(38%).
8(144%), 20173 = 54 (47.2%). SH(39.9%
#78(129%) 91 A37F vk A EA

<4, FH. A9 JAEE 20159 FH 201737
S ALT%NA 472%
4L 215%0A 129% 7t
A &oe Ae YT =+ Ak o=

A
ez wAe s} AeldolEn CeEE 3
& 2

>
o — T oo o E i

o

o
d

A R wstzE A 20159 FE i E ol
eI Al A B st LvjAE
o] 3R Hyhte Ao TS &4
3T,

% 2 A7 E 92E volds T3 FE
H 719EE weeE 74 HAE] dx dEH
anzkel w4 719ES Fslen, AALH

o7 3dzre] AR A FHH ol 1Y
2ol dolE EEFdte] & HATo] thit 2n|at
£ A7 o] AxE wigo R FAHAA FA7}
7t e S AT AH4E B8 9T 4 Ak

B ATE gg3 2 dAHS &5 AFE
ANFIA Gk veelE BAL B4 YAE
vloly AN FEH 79 v B2
oA AAe] F@AQ 2ol WAH YT
FF AFINE TS B weoly ZYE
S 4% FoAo] x, dule] |YE E3 4
#H2Q BAjo] HQ stk

References

Bae, J. W. (2017, February 03). Gucci's success stems
from three record stock prices, the highest in more
than 18 years. Chosun Biz Retrieved from http://
news.chosun.com/site/data/html__dir/2017/02/02/20
17020201407 html

Danziger, P. N. (2017, November 16.). Gucci's cracked
the luxury code with millennials, tanks to its dream
team of Bizzarri and Michele, Forbes, Retrieved from
https://www forbes.com/sites/pamdanziger/2017/11
/16/guccis-cracked-the-luxur%20y-code-with-millen
nials-thanks-to-its-dream-team-of-bizzarri-and -mic
hele/ #6bb492a56898

Gucci Garden (nd.). Gucci Retrieved from https://www.
gucci.com/kr/ko/st/stories/inspirations-and-codes/ar
ticle/gucci__garden

Im, D. H. (2015). Big Data analysis using R [R& ©|&
3l HlgolE 4], Paju, Republic of Korea: Jau
Academy.

Kim, J. S. (2012). Big Data utilization and related tech-
nique and technology analysis, 7he Korea Contents
Association, 10(1), 34-40. doi:10.20924/CCTHBL.20
12.10.1.034

Kim, Y. E. (2018, February 28). Changing survival stra-
tegies of the high-rise luxury industry. Hankook
magazine, Retrieved from http://magazine.hankyung,
com/business/apps/news?popup =0&nid =01 &cl =
1003&nkey =2018022601161000241 &mode =sub__view

O’Connor, B., Balasubramanyan, R., Routledge, B. R., &
Smith, N. A. (2010). From tweets to polls: Linking
text sentiment to public opinion time series.
ICWSM, 11(1), 122-129.

Park, S. H. (2018). A study on factors affecting the re-
vitalization of central urban area extracted from
the Big Data of emotional information of customers

I
ol
o

|



(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of
Seoul, Republic of Korea.

Sentiment Analysis (2016, April 17). Retrieved from

Yoo,

https://gentlej90.tistory.com/66

K. O, Kim, H M. & Kim, J. W. (2013).
Evolution and development process of customer
value research using network analysis in market-
ing: Focusing on SSCI rank 20 journals using au-
thor Co-Citation analysis. Journal of the Korean
Operations Research and Management Science
Society, 38(2), 1-24. doi:10.7737/JKORMS.2013.38.
2.001



	빅데이터를 이용한 패션 브랜드 평가 변화 추이 분석 - 구찌 브랜드를 중심으로 -
	ABSTRACT
	Ⅰ. 서론
	Ⅱ. 이론적 배경
	Ⅲ. 연구 방법
	Ⅳ. 연구 결과
	Ⅴ. 결론 및 제언
	References


