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ABSTRACT
Despite the growing literature arguing for the consideration of commu-
nity perspectives in tourism destination governance, little is understood
about how residents’ connection to nature affects their perceptions of
and responses to tourism. This is especially relevant for rural areas rich
in nature as many of them have become refugees for urban dwellers
seeking recreation during the COVID-19 pandemic. This study combines
the Nature’s Contributions to People framework and Weber’s Theory of
Formal and Substantive Rationality to shed light on how rural residents
of three nature-based tourism destinations connect with nature and
how this connection to nature affects perceptions of empowerment
from tourism and ultimately support for tourism. Results provide cre-
dence to the importance of including measures of residents’ connec-
tions to nature when examining attitudes towards tourism in nature
areas with connections to nature having significant and positive influen-
ces on psychological empowerment and social empowerment at all
three destinations and direct and positive effects on support for tourism
across two of the three destinations. Furthermore, results suggest that
understanding the role nature connection plays in how residents per-
ceive changes within their community can help manage locally emerg-
ing conflicts within rural tourism-dependent communities.
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Introduction

With the increasing popularity of peripheral rural nature areas for tourism and recreational use
amidst the COVID-19 pandemic (Jeong & Wen, 2020; Rott, 2020; UNWTO, 2020), questions about
rural community responses to tourism in those areas are highly relevant. Just like tourists, resi-
dents in nature-based destinations directly benefit from nature and having recreational resources
close by. Thus, resident attitudes towards nature and their values of it must be taken into
account in decision-making about the extent of interventions in nature areas for tourism and rec-
reational use in order to mitigate potential conflicts (Mimbs et al., 2020). In fact, there is a
growing consensus that by knowing how people relate to their surroundings, one can better
anticipate resident responses to tourism activities happening around their communities
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(Dwyer et al., 2019; Stylidis et al.). Yet, despite this and the growing literature arguing for the
inclusion of community perspectives in tourism destination governance (Bramwell, 2011; Dredge
& Jamal, 2015), little is known about how rural residents’ sense of nature connectedness shapes
rural community strategies towards tourism.

One framework that shows promise for better understanding these relationships is D�ıaz
et al.’s (2018) Nature’s Contributions to People (NCP). Nature’s contributions to people include
"all the contributions, both positive and negative, of living nature (diversity of organisms, ecosys-
tems, and their associated ecological and evolutionary processes) to people’s quality of life" (D�ıaz
et al., 2018, p. 270). The NCP approach highlights that as people benefit from cultural ecosystem
services (CES), they learn to value nature for what it offers to them (Chan et al., 2018; Ellis et al.,
2019). The logic embedded within this framework sheds light on how rural residents’ connection
to the tourism landscape originates diverse values derived from nature, including instrumental,
intrinsic, and relational values (Winkler & Nicholas, 2016). It promotes the view of nature connect-
edness as a core relational value that covers how we think about nature, our affective relation-
ship with nature, and the extent to which we see ourselves as part of nature (Pritchard et al.,
2020; Richardson et al., 2020). The relational character of nature connectedness emerges through
residents’ experiences of everyday nature and their daily practices (Arias-Ar�evalo et al., 2017;
Costanza et al., 2017; D�ıaz et al., 2018; Pascual et al., 2017).

While the Nature’s Contributions to People approach has often been applied to enable more
effective societal engagement in landscape sustainability (Ellis et al., 2019), tourism scholars have yet
to incorporate relational values (in general) and nature connectedness (in particular) into the theory
and measurement of rural resident attitudes towards tourism development. With this knowledge
gap in mind, this study’s primary purpose is to understand the effect of resident ties to nature on
their perceptions of empowerment from rural nature tourism (Boley & McGehee, 2014), and ultim-
ately their support for it. Rural nature tourism is essentially a nature-based type of tourism that
occurs in rural landscapes characterized by agrarian and forest-based economic activities, ‘traditional’
social structures, and low population density outside the confines of urban or suburban areas (Lane,
1994, 2009). These types of rural nature-based landscapes provide an important context to study
the relationship between resident connection to nature and support for tourism because these rural
nature-based landscapes are vital to many ecosystem service initiatives and broader landscape pro-
tection initiatives such as the EU’s Natura 2000, as well as being vulnerable economic areas looking
for economic opportunities to sustain residents’ rural lifestyles (Lane, 1994; Wilson et al., 2001).

To this end, we merge the Nature’s Contributions to People framework (D�ıaz et al., 2018) with
Weber’s Theory of Formal and Substantive Rationality (Boley et al., 2014; Kalberg, 1980) to model
resident attitudes towards rural nature tourism. Nature’s Contributions to People postulates the
role of resident connection to nature through empowering them to embrace tourism develop-
ment, whereas Weber’s Theory of Formal and Substantive Rationality illumines the context in
which to assess residents’ attitudes towards tourism as influenced by both non-economic factors
such as connection to nature and empowerment from tourism as well as tourism’s extrinsic eco-
nomic rewards (Figure 1). The proposed relationships are examined across three rural nature
tourism municipalities in the Pomeranian region of Poland: Lipnica, Karsin, Chojnice. The munici-
palities were selected with the goal to represent different combinations of nature protection
regimes, which creates the opportunity to provide insights about potential differences in resident
nature connectedness to each case area.

Theoretical development

The relationship between empowerment from rural nature tourism and support for tourism

Residents’ support for tourism is a core characteristic of locally sustainable tourism and has been
previously used as a proxy for resident attitudes towards tourism (Cole, 2006; Nunkoo et al.,
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2013; Strzelecka et al., 2017; ). On the other hand, resident empowerment has been increasingly
recognized within tourism research as an integral part of sustainable tourism (Boley & McGehee,
2014; Sofield, 2003; Strzelecka et al., 2017; Joo et al., 2020; Scheyvens, 1999). Given the important
implications of resident empowerment and support for tourism to tourism’s sustainability, many
scholars have studied the mechanisms governing resident empowerment in different tourism
development contexts (Boley & McGehee, 2014; Joo et al., 2020; Mendoza-Ramos & Prideaux,
2018; Strzelecka et al., 2017). Nevertheless, there are calls for more research to understand better
the source of and the social-psychological factors that reinforce the relationship between resi-
dent empowerment and support for tourism, such as rural residents’ connection to nature.

Empowerment from tourism is viewed as a multi-dimensional construct with psychological,
social, political, and economic facets (Boley et al., 2014; Joo et al., 2020; Strzelecka et al., 2017).
In the context of rural nature tourism, psychological empowerment occurs when tourism enhan-
ces resident pride and self-esteem, such as when tourists recognize the value and beauty of
nature areas surrounding the community they visit (Strzelecka et al., 2017). Resident pride and
self-esteem are some of the most significant non-economic benefits of tourism contributing to
the host community’s wellbeing (Stronza & Gordillo, 2008; Strzelecka et al., 2017). Hence, it is no
surprise that many authors have found a strong relationship between residents’ psychological
empowerment and their support for tourism (e.g., Boley et al., 2014; Strzelecka et al., 2017).

Social empowerment happens when tourism can contribute to community development
(Cline et al., 2019) by strengthening local relationships, promoting community cohesion, and
positively changing community social structure (Scheyvens, 1999). Social empowerment has
been consistently shown to positively influence resident support for tourism (Boley et al., 2014;
Maruyama et al., 2017; Strzelecka et al., 2017; Yeager et al., 2020). Nature- tourism can become a
catalyst for social change by bringing rural residents together to realize projects, for instance,
promoting environmental activism (Anwar-McHenry, 2011; Joo et al., 2020). Tourism can also
transform traditional roles within the community (Stronza & Gordillo, 2008). For example, nature
tourism can bridge tourism business owners with environmentalists by generating the tangential
sustainable outcomes of biodiversity, flood control, water quality, or cultural heritage conserva-
tion that stem from the increased incentives to protect natural resources (Boley & Green, 2016).

Politically empowered residents exhibit political efficacy and motivation to employ social and
political resources to steer local tourism development to their advantage (Cole, 2006; Strzelecka
et al., 2017; Timothy, 2007). Political empowerment "ensures community support and acceptance
of tourism development projects" (Cole, 2006, p. 630). In contrast, without political

Figure 1. Model of Connection to Nature’s influence on resident empowerment and support for tourism.
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empowerment, locals "have the inconvenience of tourism without economic advantages"
(Sofield, 2003, p. 634). While this form of empowerment from tourism has been frequently
hypothesized to have a positive relationship with support for tourism, a positive and significant
relationship has yet to materialize (Boley et al., 2014; Maruyama et al., 2017; Strzelecka et al.,
2017; Yeager et al., 2020).

Finally, yet importantly, economic empowerment is about opportunities that have arisen in
terms of formal and informal sector employment or business opportunities. Thus, it concerns
equity in the spread of economic benefits empowerment (Scheyvens, 1999). In this regard, tour-
ism literature has extensively addressed the resident perception of economically benefiting from
tourism (e.g., Perdue et al., 1990; Sharpley, 2014). The positive relationship between perceptions
of tourism and economic reliance on the tourism sector has been the most consistent finding
over the years (Boley et al., 2018).

Tourism scholars have juxtaposed resident perceptions of the economic and non-economic
benefits from tourism through the lens of Weber’s Theory of Formal and Substantive Rationality
(WFSR) (Boley & McGehee, 2014; Strzelecka et al., 2017; Yeager et al., 2020). Weber’s Theory of
Formal and Substantive Rationality acknowledges that people’s decision-making processes are
more complicated than sheer motivation for potential economic rewards (e.g., formal rationality)
and that people are also influenced by substantive motivations, including their values, morals,
and social norms (Kalberg, 1980; McGehee, 2007). Thus, through the substantive rationality piece
of Weber’s theory, we can argue that perceptions of empowerment from nature tourism are
likely to influence their support of tourism.

The role of nature connectedness in the rural resident perception of empowerment from
rural nature tourism

With the Nature’s Contributions to People framework focused on the importance of preferences,
principles, and virtues based on meaning-saturated connections to nature, the framework offers
a robust perspective for understanding how the residents’ subjective sense of their relationship
with the natural world reinforces local challenges of developing tourism in rural natural areas
(Chan et al., 2018; Ramos & Prideaux, 2014). This subjective sense of relationship with the natural
world emerges from the value of experiencing nature and the emotional bond between the indi-
vidual and nature (Beery & Wolf-Watz, 2014; Schultz et al., 2004). It tends to be higher for people
who experience nature during their childhood (Hinds & Sparks, 2008) or frequently in their life-
time (Mayer & Frantz, 2004), such as rural residents nearby nature areas. Thus, the strength of
one’s connection to nature rests on individual geographical, historical knowledge of and familiar-
ity with the surrounding environment (Gustafson, 2001), or provision of other direct cultural eco-
system services (CES) (Wheeler et al., 2015).

The importance of nature connection is evidenced by numerous theories and studies linking
it to wellbeing (e.g., Nisbet et al., 2011). The biophilia hypothesis, for example, puts forth that
people have an innate need to affiliate with nature, and that satisfaction of this need improves
wellbeing such as improved positive affect (Wilson, 1984). The stress reduction theory (SRT)
(Ulrich et al., 1991) claims that exposure to nature decreases physiological and psychological
stress and thus improves wellbeing. Lastly, attention restoration theory (Kaplan, 1995) predicts
that exposure to nature helps reduce attentional fatigue, thus improving cognitive functioning
and positive affect. As might be expected, people tend to consider their relationship with nature
when they decide on their ecological behaviors (Gosling & Williams, 2010). Strong nature connec-
tion fosters empathy and willingness to protect the natural environment (Gosling & Williams,
2010; Kals et al., 1999). It may also be conducive to a sense of environmental responsibility
(Roszak, 1992).

JOURNAL OF SUSTAINABLE TOURISM 667



Connection to nature is evident in the perception of beautiful landscapes and precious nat-
ural heritage that inspire awe amongst residents and visitors alike. However, these different
stakeholders might value preserving these natural resources for different reasons (Lai et al., 2013;
Wall-Reinius et al., 2019). Protection of nature is usually one of the central goals behind develop-
ing sustainable tourism in rural areas nearby natural attractions (Lee, 2013). This form of tourism
development can enhance local livelihoods and contribute to synergistic relationships between
rural residents and nature conservation efforts (Boley & Green, 2016; Budowski, 1976; Imran
et al., 2014). Namely, such nature tourism engages residents to conserve the natural environment
as they make a living through its promotion as an attraction, rather than through its extraction
(Clements et al., 2013; Nyaupane & Poudel, 2011).

However, tourism can become a contested activity amongst community stakeholders, outlin-
ing the importance of understanding which factors affect local attitudes towards tourism. Those
with eco-centric views will promote community efforts to preserve the natural landscape,
whereas those with views that are more anthropocentric seek changes in the natural environ-
ment that fulfill their needs and desires (Uysal et al., 1994). Thus, rural nature tourism can
generate conflicts between stakeholders competing with each other in the local economic arena
(Wall-Reinius et al., 2019) or those rural stakeholders who compete for different services local
ecosystem provides to a community (Falk et al., 2018).

Tourism can also affect how residents connect to their everyday landscape (e.g., Cole, 2006
Margaryan et al., 2018; Robinson & Picard, 2006). The bond that residents form with natural
attributes of the landscape can contribute to their involvement in tourism that relies on the pres-
ervation and valuation of its natural attributes (Zhang & Lei, 2012). It can add to the proud pro-
motion of this landscape for sustainable tourist consumption (Margaryan et al., 2018), or turn
residents’ attention to other benefits from tourism (Gursoy et al., 2002; Jones et al., 2000). For
instance, when tourism enhances natural attributes of the rural landscape that rural residents
value, stronger resident connection to nature will likely correspond to a more positive view of
such tourism, including personal, community benefits (Jurowski et al., 1997; Gursoy & Rutherford,
2004) or even tourism economic contributions to nature conservation. In contrast, tourism that
brings harm to the natural environment jeopardizes residents’ connection to nature. Thus, when
residents’ bonds with nature are severed because of tourism, their sense of agency in the future
direction of their community can be challenged, generating an immediate negative political
response to tourism (Devine-Wright, 2009).

As the resident connection to nature tends to be driven by the quality of their experiences of
natural surroundings (Beery & Wolf-Watz, 2014; Schultz et al., 2004), this consequently shapes
how they perceive the benefits of re-making nature (Margaryan et al., 2018; Zhang & Lei, 2012).
Arguably the stronger the bond with nature, the more sensitive residents are to factors that dis-
rupt it. Thus, we propose that the more residents identify with nature and depend on its envir-
onment for their lifestyle, the more likely it is that they will feel empowered through tourism
that ’cares for nature.’ Conversely, weaker bonds with the local environment will not affect so
much how residents perceive tourism and therefore generate a weaker resident response to
tourism. In other words, when tourism aligns with residents’ expectations, strong nature connec-
tion may boost the sense of psychological, social, political, and economic empowerment.
Ultimately, such perceptions of nature tourism positively affect their support for it.

In contrast, stronger nature bonding may result in the opposite when tourism disrupts a
community’s relationship to its natural surroundings. Specifically, disruptions in nature bonding
are likely to lead to more negative perceptions of tourism within the rural community, such as
growing awareness that tourism lacks positive empowering contributions and thus the possible
rejection of tourism as a viable development strategy. This means nature ties can strengthen or
weaken residents’ sensitivity to tourism as an empowering or disempowering experience and
influence their support or opposition to tourism. Given the potential effect of nature connection
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on resident attitudes, we propose to test the following hypotheses pertaining to connection to
nature, empowerment, and support for tourism (Figure 1):

H1: Nature connectedness is a significant predictor of the perceived psychological empowerment through
nature tourism.

H2: Nature connectedness is a significant predictor of perceived social empowerment through
nature tourism.

H3: Nature connectedness is a significant predictor of the perceived political empowerment through rural
nature tourism.

H4: Nature connectedness is a significant predictor of perceived economic benefits from nature tourism.

H5: Connection to nature is a significant predictor of support for tourism

H6: Psychological empowerment is a significant predictor of support for tourism

H7: Social empowerment is a significant predictor of support for tourism

H8: Political empowerment is a significant predictor of support for tourism

H9: Personal economic benefits from tourism is a significant predictor of support for tourism

Research design

Case selection criteria

In selecting our cases, we used the European Network of Protected Areas (Natura 2000) – the
flagship program of the European Union (EU) biodiversity policy implemented in all of the EU
member states – as a proxy to determine the ’naturalness’ of Polish areas. With this strategy,
selected study areas hold natural attractiveness for tourists. N2000 is the largest network in the
world of Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), designated
under the Birds and Habitats Directives, respectively. The network covers more than 18% of the
land surface area of the EU (http://ec.europa.eu), which forces local communities within the EU
to consider Natura 2000 areas in their local development ambitions (Cie�slak et al., 2015). Given
the European importance of this form of nature protection, the following case selection proced-
ure was applied to all Polish municipalities (n¼ 2477) (Figure 2):

Step 1. Identifying municipalities that meet or exceed a threshold of 50% of Natura 2000 cover-
age [n¼ 241 out 2477 municipalities in Poland]. Municipalities were grouped according to
Natura 2000 interaction with the prime large-area protected area types in Poland: a national
park and a landscape park. We have distinguished:

a. Municipalities, where territories of Natura 2000 overlap with a national park,
b. Municipalities, where territories of Natura 2000 overlap with a landscape park,
c. Municipalities, where Natura 2000 does not overlap with any of the two forms of

nature protection.

Step 2. Selecting only rural municipalities [n¼ 138 out of 241 fulfilling the first criterion],
Step 3. Selecting municipalities with 5,000 or more inhabitants [n¼ 81 out of n¼ 138 municipal-
ities fulfilling the first two criteria].

Step 4. We identified three selected rural nature-based tourism destinations with different combi-
nations of nature protection regimes (a, b, c) but located near each other to control for social,
economic, and geographic conditions

The first step aimed to select municipalities with a substantial share of Natura 2000 (�50%)
to increase the likelihood that this type of nature protection is considered in decision-making for
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local development. The second step excluded municipalities other than rural municipalities to
increase the likelihood of local dependence on land use, farming activities, and local natural
resources for local development. The final third criterion delimited municipalities to those with
more than 5,000 residents to ensure a sufficient pool of potential respondents. The minimum
size of local population requirement was established based on prior research in rural municipal-
ities of the Pomerania region (Strzelecka et al., 2017).

We applied these criteria to the geodata set of all Polish municipalities (geodatabases from
the Head Office of Geodesy and Cartography of Poland - State Border Register (GUGiK, 2018a)
and the General Geographic Database (GUGiK, 2018b)), in the ArcMap 10.5.1. GIS. We also used
official data from the Local Data Bank, Central Statistical Office of Poland (BDL GUS, 2018) to
impose ’population.’

A small number of municipalities in Poland fulfilled all three criteria. Therefore, we chose
three case areas with nature-based tourism within the Pomerania region that represented differ-
ent combinations of nature protection regimes but were located nearby. Consequently, these
case areas were more likely to have similar socio-economic conditions for nature-based tourism:
Lipnica, Karsin, Chojnica (Table 1).

Case areas

Rural nature tourism has been an essential part of the post-socialist processes of restructuration
in rural areas of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) (Hall, 1998; Light, 2001). Moreover, tourism

Figure 2. Study area selection: 1) municipalities with more than 50% Natura 2000 coverage (n¼ 241 out of 2477); 2) rural
municipalities (n¼ 138 out of 241); 3) more than 5,000 residents (n¼ 81 out of n¼ 138); 4) selected municipalities.
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represents an opportunity for rural communities to diversify their local economic portfolio
(Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005) and contribute to local identity-building (Light, 2001). Therefore, it
increasingly economically contributes to many rural communities of Pomerania. However, a small
number of municipalities in the region share a significant land use under Natura 2020, reside an
adequate number of rural communities, and are subject to nature-based tourism activities; those
are Lipnica, Karsin, Chojnica (Table 1).

Indeed, tourism in these areas provides an alternative economic activity for younger and
more-educated residents, and thus, reduces their migration to more affluent rural regions and
cities within the EU (Hadzik & Hadzik, 2008). Lipnica is a rural municipality in the south of the
region known for its attractive rural landscape and its forest. Forest covers more than 50% of the
municipality, however, it is scenic lakes that mainly attract visitors (22 lakes). In addition, a dense
network of trails (for biking, hiking, kayaking, and nordic walking) covers the municipality. As a
rural and nature tourism destination, Lipnica has a relatively small tourism infrastructure and lit-
tle commercial tourism development.

Karsin is famous for its forests. Forest covers more than 50% of the municipality and can be
visited through multiple tourist trails. Part of the municipality is included in the Wdydze
Landscape Park. The Park, together with the Tuchola, Wda, and Zaborski Landscape Parks forms
the buffer zone of the Tuchola Forest Biosphere Reserve, designated under the UNESCO Man
and the Biosphere Programme in 2010.

Chojnice is the largest rural municipality of the three. It is famous for its attractive landscape
of lakes, rivers, and forests. Visitors from Chojnice can access the Tuchola Forest Landscape Park,
the Zabory Landscape Park, and over 50 lakes. Tuchola Forest National Park, the prime tourist
attraction of the region, is also partially located within the boundaries of Chojnice municipality.

Data collection

During July and August of 2018, surveys were distributed within 12 (out of 18) rural towns and
villages in Lipnica municipality, 11 out of 13 rural towns and villages in Karsin municipality, and
14 out of 37 rural towns and villages in Chojnice municipality. The distribution of the surveys
corresponded with the actual number of residents in each village, according to the Central
Statistical Office of Poland. The decision to use a census-guided systematic random sampling
scheme follows the earlier successful study of the Pomerania region using this approach
(Strzelecka et al., 2017).

The data collection method consisted of a self-administered, door-to-door, pen-and-paper sur-
vey. The team started in randomly selected locations within each village and visited every house-
hold in those selected locations until the quota was met. The head of the household (or their
partner) was asked to participate in the study. If the resident agreed, the research team left a
survey instrument and picked it up later that day or the following day (i.e., two returns). It took
four weeks to collect the data (on weekends and weekdays), beginning the last week of July
2018 and concluding the last week of August 2018. Of the 531 distributed surveys in Lipnica,
402 usable questionnaires were included in the analysis. Of the 669 distributed surveys in Karsin,
413 usable questionnaires were included in the analysis. Finally, 534 usable questionnaires were

Table 1. Basic demographics for Lipnica, Karsin, Chojnice.

Lipnica Karsin Chojnice

Population 5 216 6 239 19 311
Gender
females 48,7% 49,7% 49,3%
males 51,3%; 50,3%; 50,7%;

Average age 38,2 38,7 38,4

Source: Statistics Poland, 2019 (https://stat.gov.pl/en/).
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included in the analysis for Chojnice. This sampling scheme helped to garner a more representa-
tive sample of community residents, increases response rates, and includes those groups that
may be left out from other sampling methods (Strzelecka et al., 2017) (Table 2).

Measures and variables

Nature connectedness scale (NCS)
To measure residents’ connection to nature, a modified version of Mayer and Frantz (2004) ’s
Nature Connectedness Scale was used. Mayer and Frantz (2004) claim that the NCS measures
"individuals’ trait levels of feeling emotionally connected to the natural world" (p. 503). The NCS
concerns the relationship between one’s self-image and nature, which is based on a biophilic dis-
position (Kellert & Wilson, 1993; Mayer et al., 2009; Schultz et al., 2004). It is one of the frequently
applied scales to study how individuals understand their relation to nature (e.g., Dutcher et al.,
2007; Frantz et al., 2004; Nisbet et al. 2011.; Restall & Conrad, 2015) and it has been validated
cross-culturally (Perrin & Benassi, 2009; Navarro et al., 2017). Yet, Malhotra et al. (1996) recom-
mend focusing on the functional, conceptual, instrument, and metric equivalence to label it as
"construct equivalent". The original version of the NCS consists of 14 items measured with a 1-5
range Likert scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree). A back-translation technique (Brislin,
1970) where the original English questionnaire was translated into Polish in the first step, and
then the Polish version was translated into English with the two final versions compared was
implemented to ensure translational equivalence.

Before the NCS’ inclusion in the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, three Principal Components
Analyses (PCA) with varimax rotation were executed to assess the scale’s performance across the
three communities. The PCAs identified some problematic items within the NCS that did not
load with the same strength across all three communities. Therefore, an abbreviated 7-item NCS
was used that demonstrated reliability and validity across all three communities.

Resident empowerment through tourism scale (RETS) and support for tourism scale
To measure resident empowerment, Boley and McGehee (2014) Resident Empowerment through
Tourism Scale (RETS) was adopted. The RETS is a three-dimensional measure of perceived
empowering benefits from tourism that covers the dimensions of psychological empowerment,
social empowerment and political empowerment measured with a 1-5 range Likert scale (1
strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree). The RETS reliability and validity have been verified in the
USA, Japan and Poland (Boley et al., 2015; Strzelecka et al., 2017). The RETS is restricted to the
psychological, social, and political dimensions of empowerment, therefore, to capture perceived
economic benefits, Boley et al. (2018) Economic Benefit from Tourism Scale (EBTS) was used as a
proxy for economic empowerment. The EBTS is a four-item scale, which was previously validated
in the international context for rural tourism in the Pomeranian Region of Poland by Boley et al.
(2018). The fact that the validity and reliability of the EBTS have already been established for a

Table 2. The demographic composition of the samples from Lipnica, Karsin, and Chojnice.

Lipnica Karsin Chojnice

Sample size 402 413 534
Age
18-25 12.2% 16.9% 16.1%
26-35 24.6% 21.5% 20.6%
36-45 20.1% 21.3% 19.3%
46-55 17.9% 16.5% 22.8%
56 � 25.1% 23% 20.5%

Gender
female 57.0% 58.1% 60.5%
male 40.5% 40.9% 39.3%
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rural destination in Poland gives it an advantage over alternative measures of personal economic
benefits. Boley and Strzelecka (2016) four items Support for Tourism Scale (STS) was used to
measure resident support for tourism.

Results

Confirmatory factor analysis

Before performing the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the data were checked for normality. A
normal distribution is the main assumption of using the maximum likelihood estimator in CFA
and structural equation modelling (SEM). All of the items (except one) used within the model
exhibited acceptable range of kurtosis (-7 to þ7) and skewness (-2 to þ2), implying appropriate
data normality for further CFA and SEM analysis (Hair et al., 2014). Prior to determining the role
of the NC in explaining variances in resident empowerment and support for tourism (from the
structural regression model), an initial measurement model was formulated (using confirmatory
factor analysis). It included the Nature Connectedness Scale (NCS) items, the Resident
Empowerment through Tourism Scale (RETS) items, the Economic Benefit from Tourism Scale
(EBTS) items, and the Support for Tourism Scale (STS) items. The purpose of the Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was to assess the measurement model and ensure model fit and warrant
items and constructs validity and reliability (Hair et al., 2014).

The CFA for the four constructs was run separately for each study area. The result from the
three CFAs revealed acceptable model fit and construct valid measures across all three samples
(Table 3). Regarding model fit, CFI estimates were above 0.90, and RMSEA estimates were below
0.08, indicative of acceptable model fit (Hair et al., 2014). Convergent validity was demonstrated
based on all factor loadings being above 0.5 and significant at the .01 level, AVEs being above
50%, and Construct Reliability estimates being above 0.70 for each construct. Even though there
were some high correlations between the constructs of Psychological and Social empowerment,
every construct within the three models demonstrated discriminant validity through AVE esti-
mates being higher than squared correlations (Table 4a–c). These same correlations provide evi-
dence of nomological validity and that there is support for further investigating these structural
relationships with structural equation modelling.

SEM results

To determine whether the level of nature connectedness explains the degree to which residents
feel empowered through tourism, and ultimately, their support for tourism, structural equation
modelling (SEM) was undertaken (Table 5). The advantage of SEM is that it allows for the predic-
tion of relationships between multiple latent constructs simultaneously (Nachtigall et al., 2003).

Model fit was slightly reduced in all three structural models when compared to the CFAs (CFI
¼ 0.88-0.90, RMSEA ¼ 0.08-0.09). However, model fit estimates will always be lower for structural
models when compared to measurement models because SEM models are recursive (Hair et al.,
2014). The reduction in model fit was slight and still close to their respective cut off points.

In regard to hypothesis 1, the relationship between Nature Connectedness and Psychological
Empowerment was significant across all three municipalities: Lipnica (b ¼.44, p < .001), Karsin (b
¼.46, p < .001), Chojnice (b ¼ .41, p < .001) (See Table 3a–c). A similar pattern was found for
hypothesis 2 and the relationship between Nature Connectedness and Social Empowerment. For
each of the three municipalities, there was a significant and positive relationship between Nature
Connectedness and Social Empowerment: Lipnica (b ¼ .43, p < .001), Karsin (b ¼ .42, p < .001),
Chojnice (b ¼ .40, p < .001). In contrast to Psychological and Social Empowerment, no relation-
ship was found between Nature Connectedness and Political Empowerment: Lipnica (b ¼ .02, p
¼.779), Karsin (b ¼ .04, p ¼ .418), Chojnice (b ¼ .07, p ¼ .171) or Connection to Nature and
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Personal Economic Benefits from Tourism (Lipnica (b ¼ .07, p ¼.204), Karsin (b ¼ �.01, p ¼
.898), Chojnice (b ¼ �.01, p ¼ .781) resulting in the rejection of hypotheses 3 and 4.

The relationship between Nature Connectedness and Support for Tourism tested through
hypothesis 5 was partially supported with the relationship confirmed in Lipnica (b ¼.16, p ¼.009)
and Chojnice (b ¼ .19, p < .001), but not in Karsin (b ¼ .05, p ¼.403). Hypotheses 6 and 7 were
supported confirming the relationship between Psychological Empowerment and Support for
Tourism (Lipnica (b ¼ .28, p < .001), Karsin (b ¼ .34, p < .001), Chojnice (b ¼ .36, p < .001) and
Social Empowerment and Support for Tourism (Lipnica (b ¼ .21, p < .001), Karsin (b ¼ .29, p <

.001), Chojnice (b ¼ .19, p < .001) across all three communities. However, there was no support
for hypotheses 8 and the relationships between Political Empowerment and Support for Tourism
(Lipnica (b ¼ �.04, p ¼ .379), Karsin (b ¼ �.17, p < .001), Chojnice (b ¼ �.11, p ¼ .007) because
there was either no relationship as found in Lipnica or there was a negative relationship as

Table 4. Discriminant validity assessment a) Lipnica b) Karsin c) Chojnice.

a)

1 PE 2 SE 3 PLE 4 EB 5 CNS 6 SFT

1 PE 0.74 0.69 0.04 0.05 0.16 0.24
2 SE 0.83�� 0.74 0.09 0.10 0.16 0.23
3 PLE 0.20�� 0.30�� 0.71 0.21 0.00 0.01
4 EB 0.23�� 0.32�� 0.46�� 0.65 0.00 0.02
5 CNS 0.40�� 0.39�� �0.01 0.04 0.54 0.12
6 SFT 0.49�� 0.48�� 0.08 0.14� 0.34��� 0.84

The bold diagonal elements are the measures of average variance explained (AVE) for each factor.
bAbove diagonal elements are the squared correlations between factors.
cBelow diagonal element are correlations between factors.�Correlations significant at p< 0.05.��Correlations significant at p< 0.001.

b)

1 PE 2 SE 3 PLE 4 EB 5 CNS 6 SFT

1 PE 0.67 0.51 0.03 0.02 0.19 0.29
2 SE 0.72�� 0.66 0.11 0.04 0.16 0.26
3 PLE 0.18�� 0.34�� 0.68 0.28 0.00 0.00
4 EB 0.13� 0.19�� 0.53�� 0.68 0.00 0.03
5 CNS 0.44�� 0.39�� 0.02 �0.03 0.67 0.09
6 SFT 0.54�� 0.51�� 0.06 0.17� 0.30�� 0.79

The bold diagonal elements are the measures of average variance explained (AVE) for each factor.
bAbove diagonal elements are the squared correlations between factors.
cBelow diagonal element are correlations between factors.�Correlations significant at p< 0.05.��Correlations significant at p< 0.001.

c)

1 PE 2 SE 3 PLE 4 EB 5 CNS 6 SFT

1 PE 0.71 0.61 0.01 0.00 0.15 0.29
2 SE 0.78�� 0.66 0.06 0.02 0.13 0.24
3 PLE 0.12� 0.25 0.66 0.33 0.00 0.00
4 EB 0.00 0.14� 0.57�� 0.59 0.00 0.00
5 CNS 0.38�� 0.37�� 0.05 �0.03 0.54 0.15
6 SFT 0.54�� 0.49�� 0.01 0.02 0.38�� 0.70

The bold diagonal elements are the measures of average variance explained (AVE) for each factor.
bAbove diagonal elements are the squared correlations between factors.
cBelow diagonal element are correlations between factors.�Correlations significant at p< 0.05.��Correlations significant at p< 0.001.
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found in Karsin and Chojnice. Lastly, in regard to hypothesis 9 and the relationship between
Personal Economic Benefits from Tourism and Support for Tourism there were mixed findings
with a relationship found in Karsin (b ¼ .16, p < .001), but not in Lipnica (b¼ 0.03, p ¼ .585) or
Chojnice (b ¼ .06, p ¼ .156).

ANOVA results

After running structural models for each municipality, mean scores on the construct of
Connectedness to Nature were compared for significant differences using ANOVA (Table 6). As
ANOVA results do not identify where the differences between pairs lie, a Bonferroni post hoc
test was used to show where the differences can be found.

No significant mean differences were observed between municipalities in terms of
Connectedness to Nature. For Psychological and Social Empowerment, significant mean differen-
ces were observed between Lipnica and Karsin as well as Lipnica and Chojnice. Though, signifi-
cant differences in Political Empowerment were recorder between Lipnica and Chojnice
municipalities only. For Personal Economic Benefits, significant differences were observed
between Lipnica and Karsin as well as Karsin and Chojnice, but none were recorded for the per-
ception of Personal Economic Benefits between samples from Lipnica and Chojnice. Finally, the

Table 5. Regression paths a) Lipnica, b) Karsin, c) Chojnice.

Regression paths a) Lipnica b p Sup

H1: CSN fiPE .44 .001 YES
H2: CSN fi SE .43 .001 YES
H3: CSN ! PLE .02 .779 No
H4: CSN ! EB .07 .204 No
H5: CSN fi SFT .16 .009 YES
H6: PE fi SFT .28 .001 YES
H7: SE fi SFT .21 .001 YES
H8: PLE ! SFT -.04 .376 No
H9: EB ! SFT .03 .585 No
- v2 (df ¼ 341) ¼ 1411.06, p< 0.001, CFI ¼ 0.88, RMSEA ¼ 0.09.
PE (R2 ¼ .19); SE (R2 ¼ .18); PLE (R2 ¼ .00); EB (R2 ¼ .01); SFT (R2 ¼ .24)
Regression paths b) Karsin b p Sup

H1: CSN fiPE .46 .001 YES
H2: CSN fi SE .42 .001 YES
H3: CSN ! PLE .04 .418 NO
H4: CSN ! EB -.01 .898 NO
H5: CSN ! SFT .05 .403 NO
H6: PE fi SFT .34 .001 YES
H7: SE fi SFT .29 .001 YES
H8: PLE ! SFT -.17 .001 NO
H9: EB fi SFT .16 .001 YES
- v2 (df ¼ 341) ¼ 1187.17, p < 0.001, CFI ¼ 0.90, RMSEA ¼ 0.08.
-PE (R2 ¼ .22); SE (R2 ¼ .18); PLE (R2 ¼ .002); EB (R2 ¼ .000); SFT (R2 ¼ .32)

Regression paths c) Chojnice b p Sup

H1: CSN fiPE .41 .001 YES
H2: CSN fi SE .40 .001 YES
H3: CSN ! PLE .07 .171 NO
H4: CSN ! EB -.01 .781 NO
H5: CSN fi SFT .19 .001 YES
H6: PE fi SFT 36 .001 YES
H7: SE fi SFT .19 .001 YES
H8: PLE ! SFT -.11 .007 NO
H9: EB ! SFT .06 .156 NO
- v2 (df ¼ 341) ¼ 1564.61, p < 0.001, CFI ¼ 0.88, RMSEA ¼ 0.08.
-PE (R2 ¼ .172); SE (R2 ¼ .161); PLE (R2 ¼ .004); EB (R2 ¼ .000); SFT (R2 ¼ .318)
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Table 6. ANOVA and a Bonferroni Post-Hoc analysis a) Lipnica, b) Karsin, c) Chojnice.

Lipnicaa

(n5 402)
x̅

Karsinb (n5 413)
x̅

Chojnicec (n5 534)
x̅ F P

CONNECTEDNESS TO
NATURE (CNS)1

4.00 4.04 4.05 0.48 0.62

1. I often feel a sense of oneness
with the natural world
around me

4.02 4.09 4.01 0.77 0.46

2. I think of the natural world as
a community to which
I belong

4.06 4.16 4.16 1.56 0.21

3. I recognize and appreciate the
intelligence of other
living organisms

4.17 4.29 4.30 2.69 0.07�

6. I often feel a kinship with
animals and plants

3.96 3.96 3.97 0.03 0.97

7. I feel as though I belong to
the Earth as equally as it
belongs to me

4.02 4.01 4.02 0.02 0.98

9. I often feel part of the web
of life.

3.85 3.84 3.91 0.82 0.44

11. Like a tree can be part of a
forest; I feel embedded within
the broader natural world.

3.96 3.92 4.02 1.02 0.36

PSYCHOLOGICAL
EMPOWERMENT (PE)

3.81bc 4.09a 4.05a 10.65 0.01**

1. Tourism makes me proud to be
a resident of this municipality

3.84 bc 4.15 a 4.12 a 9.96 0.01��

2. Tourism makes me feel special
because people travel to see
my municipality’s
unique features

3.80 bc 4.08 a 4.02 a 8.02 0.01��

3. Tourism makes me want to tell
others about what we have to
offer in this municipality.

3.73 bc 4.02 a 4.00 a 9.83 0.01��

4. Tourism reminds me that I
have a unique culture to share
with visitors

3.77 bc 4.08 a 3.97 a 9.05 0.01��

5.Tourism makes me want to
work to keep this
municipality special

3.93 bc 4.12 a 4.15 a 5.37 0.01��

SOCIAL EMPOWERMENT (SE) 3.48 bc 3.74 a 3.64 a 7.18 0.01��
1 Tourism makes me feel more

connected to my community
3.55b 3.89ac 3.70b 9.22 0.01��

2. Tourism fosters a sense of
‘community spirit’ within me

3.46b 3.71a 3.61 5.21 0.01��

4. Tourism provides ways for me
to get involved in
my community

3.44 b 3.62 a 3.61 3.66 0.03�

POLITICAL EMPOWERMENT (PLE) 2.17c 2.27 2.37a 4.65 0.01��
1. My opinion counts in planning

for tourism in this municipality
2.12 2.26 2.29 2.77 0.06

2. Local leaders take into account
my ideas about developing
tourism in this municipality.

2.14c 2.29 2.38a 5.09 0.01��

3. I have access to the decision-
making process when it comes
to tourism in this municipality

2.10 c 2.20 2.29a 3.29 0.04�

4. I have an outlet to share my
concerns about tourism
development in this
municipality

2.38 2.42 2.56 2.85 0.06

5. My vote makes a difference in
how tourism is developed in
this municipality

2.09c 2.17 2.31a 4.36 0.01��

(continued)
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community of Karsin had the highest levels of Support for Tourism, but the differences between
the three communities were not significant at the construct level. However, on the individual
item level, Karsin had significantly higher scores than Lipnica on the questions of "I support tour-
ism" and "This municipality should support the promotion of tourism."

Discussion

With the growing recognition that it is vital to incorporate resident perspectives in destination
governance (Cole, 2006), the study explored how rural residents’ connection to nature relates to
perceived empowering benefits from tourism and support of tourism across three rural munici-
palities in Poland: Lipnica, Karsin, Chojnice. Understanding how local communities perceive
nature-based tourism and what is important to rural residents is more important than ever with
the increasing popularity of peripheral nature areas for tourism and recreational use (Jeong &
Wen, 2020; Rott, 2020). While there have been numerous projects advocating consideration of
resident attitudes towards tourism or highlighting different factors that shape their perceptions
of tourism, our study is the first call for including resident relational values of nature when theo-
rizing social-psychological factors in resident attitudes theory. This is precisely what makes this
work stand out from all prior studies advocating for resident perspectives in tourism
development.

This study makes a significant theoretical contribution to the field of tourism management by
illustrating how the Nature’s Contributions to People (NCP) approach can help to frame interlin-
kages between residents, nature-based tourism, and cultural ecosystem services in rural areas. As
a new conceptual perspective, NCP has not been previously used in the context of tourism man-
agement. However, it offers a robust perspective for understanding the complexity of human-
tourism-nature interlinkages in natural areas as it highlights the importance of preferences, prin-
ciples, and virtues based on ties that people form with nature (Chan et al., 2018). This essentially

Table 6. Continued.

Lipnicaa

(n5 402)
x̅

Karsinb (n5 413)
x̅

Chojnicec (n5 534)
x̅ F P

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (EB) 2.07b 2.37ac 2.02b 12.87 0.01��
1. Tourism in this municipality

helps me pay my bills
2.04 b 2.43 ac 2.14b 10.56 0.01��

2. A portion of my income is tied
to tourism in this municipality

1.85 b 2.10 ac 1.75 b 9.12 0.01��

3. I would economically benefit
from further development of
the tourism sector

2.26 b 2.64 ac 2.19 b 14.55 0.01��

4. My family’s economic future
depends upon tourism in this
municipality

2.12 2.31c 2.00b 6.39 0.01��

SUPPORT FOR TOURISM (SFT) 4.27 4.41 4.35 2.76 0.06
1. I believe tourism should be

actively encouraged in this
municipality

4.27 4.36 4.29 0.90 0.41

2. I support tourism and want to
see it remain important to this
municipality

4.27b 4.44a 4.39 3.41 0.03

3. This municipality should
remain a tourist destination

4.26 4.39 4.31 1.87 0.15

4. This municipality should
support the promotion
of tourism

4.27b 4.46a 4.41 4.39 0.01��

1All questions ask on a 5 point Likert Scale with 1¼ Strongly Disagree, and 5¼ Strongly Agree.
abcSuperscripts represent statistically significant differences tested through a Bonferroni Post-Hoc analysis.�Represents a significant difference at the .05 level; ��represents a significant difference at the .001 level.
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enables researchers to incorporate residents’ perceptions of their relationship with the natural
world as a determinant of residents’ empowerment as well as their response to tourism
(Pritchard et al., 2020).

The study results provide credence to the importance of including measures of resident
bonds with nature when examining their attitudes towards tourism in natural areas. Residents’
connections to nature had significant and positive influences on psychological empowerment
and social empowerment for all three destinations. Thus, by integrating NCP thinking into tour-
ism attitude research, we established that residents with a stronger sense of nature connection
are prouder of showcasing their natural environment to tourists than those with a weaker con-
nection to nature. Furthermore, as residents feel a strong connection to nature, they see it as a
means to interact productively with tourists and tourism stakeholders as well as each other.
However, this also means that if tourism threatens to spoil the quality of this nature, they will be
reticent towards its development. Conversably, weaker nature connection among rural residents
will likely generate a weaker response to tourism disruptions.

By considering nature’s indirect contributions to rural residents’ wellbeing, such as economic
and non-economic benefits from nature-based tourism, this study offers a more holistic approach
to the examination of resident attitudes towards tourism. The results provide further credence to
the use of Weber’s Theory of Formal and Substantive Rationality to explore both the economic
and non-economic benefits of tourism and how these relate to support for tourism. Namely, the
study results point out that perceptions of psychological empowerment and social empower-
ment from tourism contribute to higher support for tourism. These findings are consistent with
results from Boley et al. (2014) study conducted in rural destinations in the USA, as well as
Strzelecka’s et al. (2017) application of the empowerment model in the rural municipality of
Choczewo in Poland, and Maruyama’s et al. (2017) study in the town of Oizumi, Japan. However,
only for residents of Karsin were perceptions of economic benefits from tourism associated with
higher support for this form of rural development.

Noteworthy, prior research suggests that differences in terms of how people connect to
nature can arise due to different past experiences of nature (Chawla, 2020). Since those experien-
ces largely depend on the quality of the surrounding natural environment, we decided to exam-
ine potential differences between resident samples from different municipalities in how they
connect to nature. Arguably, differences in strength of nature connectedness could potentially
influence the character of the relationship between nature connection and perceived empower-
ment or support for tourism. Despite differences between municipalities in terms of nature pro-
tection regimes, we found no significant differences in residents’ connectedness to nature.
Consequently, the difference in terms of nature protection regime in between all of the three
study areas does not appear to generate differences in terms of nature connectedness. This sug-
gests that different forms of nature protection have little influence over how rural residents con-
nect to the natural landscape. In contrast, we found statistically significant differences between
the resident samples in terms of perceived empowering benefits and personal economic benefits
from tourism. This could be because the character and size of tourism in Karsin generates higher
perceived economic benefits for residents.

Differences in perceived economic benefits between Karsin and the other two study areas
appear to have implications for the relationship between nature connectedness and support for
tourism. Namely, residents’ connections to nature had a positive and significant influence on
support for tourism across two of the study’s destinations. Resident support for tourism is more
sensitive to nature connection when the nature-based tourism sector is relatively small (i.e.
Lipnica), or when it develops around environmentally sensitive areas such as a national park in
Chojnice, where residents, who expressed a stronger connection to nature, are more likely to
support tourism. Chojnice is an example of a municipality where ’attractive nature’ is condensed
to a relatively small area, the Tuchola Forest National Park, and in this regards it ’stands out’
from the other two municipalities included in the study. However, Karsin residents’ support for
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tourism was not significantly influenced by their connection to nature possibly due to the larger
size of the industry and the strong relationship between economic empowerment and support
for tourism overshadowing the influence of connection to nature.

Conclusion

To summarize, the study asserts that when the character of a tourism destination reflects resi-
dent values of nature, strong nature connectedness may boost perceived non-economic benefits
from tourism and, ultimately, residents’ support for tourism development. In contrast, when tour-
ism disrupts resident values of nature, stronger nature connectedness may generate opposition
to tourism and possible rejection of tourism as a viable rural development strategy.
Subsequently, those who strongly oppose tourism will use the opportunities tourism provides to
express their opposition to tourism development. This means residents’ nature ties should be
taken into account when theorizing residents’ responses to tourism’s sustainability or lack of it
as well as included in the future applications of resident attitude framework in nature-
based tourism.

Managerial implications

These findings can inform practitioners concerned with the management of tourism in natural
areas. First, results show that tourism planners should promote a form of tourism development
that considers residents’ connections to the natural environment. Nature connection can be used
to understand the extent to which changes in the natural environment can occur without having
adverse effects on resident perceptions of empowerment through nature tourism—a fundamen-
tal prerequisite for sustainable tourism (Cole, 2006; Scheyvens, 1999).

Secondly, managers interested in empowering residents through tourism development need
first to gauge residents’ connections to local natural surroundings. If residents are not invested
in the community, then it is unlikely that tourism initiatives aimed at psychological, social, or pol-
itical empowerment will bear fruit (Strzelecka et al., 2017). Therefore, managers desiring to
empower residents through tourism and ultimately win their support may need to design com-
munication on the tourism development initiatives towards residents based on their connection
to nature.

Understanding the role nature connectedness plays in how residents perceive changes within
their community will likely help manage locally emerging conflicts within rural communities. Due
to invasive tourism development, tourism conflicts are more likely to occur when residents’ con-
nection to nature is strong. Tourism can either positively contribute to this bond or destroy it.

Limitations and future research

Even though this study is the first to incorporate residents’ Connections to Nature in the study
of their perceptions of empowerment and support for tourism through the NCP framework, cer-
tain limitations need to be acknowledged. The first pertains to the selection of the communities
for the study. While the process went through four objective stages to reduce the potential com-
munities, the differences in natural resources surrounding the three communities of Lipnica,
Karsin, and Chojnice are more subjective in nature and derived from the author’s experience in
the region. This does not discount the strong relationship found between Connection to Nature
and Psychological Empowerment and Social Empowerment but may explain why Connection to
Nature only had a significant relationship with Support for Tourism across Lipnica and Chojnice
and not Karsin. Future research should investigate how the level of nature protection at the
local, state, and federal level influences residents’ connection to nature and their subsequent

682 M. STRZELECKA ET AL.



attitudes towards tourism across a variety of communities around the world. A second limitation
and opportunity for future research concerns the lack of relationship or negative relationship
between political empowerment and support for tourism. While political empowerment is often
lauded as a prerequisite to sustainable tourism (Cole, 2006; Scheyvens, 1999), our study and
many others (Boley et al., 2014; Maruyama et al., 2017; Strzelecka et al., 2017; Yeager et al., 2020)
have yet to empirically find a positive relationship between perceptions of political empower-
ment and support for tourism. This exposes an issue worth exploring; why and when does polit-
ical empowerment have a positive impact on resident support for tourism development. Lastly,
we used a quantitative approach to assert the extent to which a sense of nature connectedness
can determine resident responses to nature-based tourism. While the interlinkages between dif-
ferent constructs are shown in the model, a qualitative approach is also needed to explore and
better understand how these nature bonds are formed in the tourism context and why they are
shown to influence perceptions of empowerment and support for tourism.
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