
  

katten.com

Environmentalist Giant v. Environmentalist Queen
Published by The Katten Kattwalk| Issue 31

Summer 2026

Thanks to Patagonia's viral lawsuit against environmental drag queen Pattie Gonia,1 millions of 
people are finally interested in the complexities of trademark law. We wanted to take this opportunity 
to answer some burning questions in the social media comments: (1) "Why not Jan Sport, Trixie 
Mattel, or Brita Filter?"; (2) "Is this 'a corporation trying to erase an activist'?"; and (3) "Could Pattie be 
liable for more than the $1 in nominal damages that Patagonia seeks?"

Many drag queens use double entendres as their stage name for comedic effect, and it is not unusual 
for a queen to borrow a trademarked term to convey some element of their onstage 
personality.2 Pattie Gonia fits right into the world of drag superstars such as Jan Sport, Trixie Mattel, 
and Brita Filter. What sets Pattie apart from them, however, is that, unlike her peers, Pattie is 
attempting to capitalize on her punny name in the same way the eponymous company has capitalized 
on its name. As alleged in Patagonia's complaint, Pattie has applied to register the mark "Pattie 
Gonia" to sell clothing and accessories similar to Patagonia merchandise, including a logo that looks 
an awful lot like Patagonia's logo, and with a mission to fund climate change activism, exactly like the 
mission fueling Patagonia's "enormous goodwill."3

This commercialization of her name exposes Pattie Gonia to liability under the Lanham Act that Jan 
Sport, Trixie Mattel, and Brita Filter have managed to avoid, likely by not trying to sell backpacks, 
dolls, or water filters that capitalize on their respective namesake's reputation. After all, the "Lanham 
Act, expressly enacted to be applied in commercial contexts, does not prohibit all unauthorized uses 
of a trademark,"4 and "only unauthorized uses of a trademark in connection with a commercial 
transaction in which the trademark is being used to confuse potential consumers" violate the Act.5

And while this lawsuit may seem, to some people, like the epitome of "a corporation trying to erase an 
activist," as Pattie puts it,6 Patagonia's "failure to enforce [its trademark] rights may result in the 
weakening of these rights over time."7 The risk to Patagonia is especially great if, as Patagonia 
alleges, Patagonia and Pattie Gonia are "in competitive proximity," and members of "the public 
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[already] mistakenly assume there is an association between [Patagonia and Pattie Gonia's] related 
goods even though no such association exists."8

That said, in the trademark context, a lawsuit seeking $1 in nominal damages could in fact litigate an 
activist into oblivion because "when a trademark is infringed, trademark owners have more at stake 
than just the damages or loss of profits in that case."9 If, as alleged here, there is "ample evidence of 
actual confusion" and Pattie Gonia "reneged on its agreement to stop using [Patagonia's] mark" long 
before the latter brought this lawsuit, Pattie Gonia may be liable for the attorneys' fees and costs that 
Patagonia incurred in enforcing its trademark, which could be tens of thousands of dollars.10

The battle between the environmentalist giant and the environmentalist queen may be resolved off 
the public record, as the US District Court for the Central District of California ordered the parties to 
private mediation.11 Since the court may never address the questions posed by millions of social 
media spectators interested in the matter, we hope that this overview provides useful context for 
evaluating the claims and defenses beyond the headlines.
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