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Abstract
Purpose: Using Self-determination Theory, the purpose was to determine whether

work climate, students’ motivation, and teachers’ basic psychological needs could

predict clinical teachers’ autonomous and controlled motivation to teach and whether

clinical teachers’ motivations could predict student- and teacher-centered teaching

approaches

Methods: A correlational cross-sectional study was conducted in 2018 across 3 Den-

tal Schools in Chile, in which 206 clinical teachers participated (80.4% response rate).

Data were collected on demographic characteristics and 5 self-reported questionnaires

measuring teachers’ perceptions of the work climate, students’ motivation, the satis-

faction and frustration of their basic psychological needs, motivation to teach, and

teaching approaches. Data were analyzed using bivariate correlations and structural

equation modeling.

Results: Alpha coefficients were acceptable (0.701-0.948). Correlation and structural

equation modeling analyses showed that teachers’ perceiving a work climate char-

acterized by a supportive supervisor-teacher relationship and students’ autonomous

motivation, predicted the satisfaction of their basic psychological needs leading to

autonomous motivation to teach. Autonomous motivation to teach, in turn, predicted

a student-centered teaching approach. These results were controlled for the confound-

ing effects of age, gender, teaching experience, and type of university.

Conclusions: These results suggest that clinical teachers’ optimal motivation is of

paramount importance for promoting an adequate learning environment. Therefore,

efforts should be made to understand and foster different aspects that promote clinical

teachers’ satisfaction of their basic psychological needs and autonomous motivation,

especially regarding the role of teachers’ supervisors and how teachers perceive their

students’ motivation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Teaching in dentistry is a challenging task, where clinicians
are expected to teach and are accountable for patient safety
during students’ training; however, they are also expected to
lead, manage, and act as motivators with their students. In this
sense, teachers’ own motivation to teach plays a vital role in
students’ learning experiences.1 Recent literature has shown
that teachers’ interpersonal style and feedback may contribute
to enhance students’ motivation toward their studies and pro-
mote aspects such as deep learning, positive emotions, and
better performance.2-5 Therefore, highly motivated teachers
may be more likely to develop a learning climate which sup-
ports students’ optimal motivation.6,7 Educational research,
however, has mostly focused on students’ motivation, pay-
ing little attention to teachers’ motivation and the crucial role
it has on the reasons why clinicians teach, how they expe-
rience their teaching role, and how this influences students’
learning.1

One approach to understand teachers’ motivation is look-
ing at it through the lens of the Self-determination Theory
(SDT), which focuses on the reasons why someone engages in
a particular task.8 SDT differentiates between controlled and
autonomous motivation rather than seeing it as a single quan-
tity measure (i.e., more or less motivation). On the one hand,
when teachers experience controlled motivation, they engage
in activities predominantly due to external reasons, such as
social or material rewards, avoiding punishment, or internal
or external pressure.9 For instance, a clinician may put extra
efforts on delivering a physiology lecture mainly because she
or he wants to maintain a certain standard and obtain approval
from her or his supervisor, colleagues, and students. Research
has shown positive associations between teachers’ controlled
motivation, burnout, and a teaching approach characterized
by being authoritative, demanding compliance, and motivat-
ing through pressure.10-12 On the other hand, when teach-
ers’ experience autonomous motivation, they predominantly
engage because they find activities genuinely interesting or
give value to them.9 For instance, a clinician may put extra
efforts on the supervision and feedback of students perform-
ing minor oral surgery procedures mainly because she or
he considers this task as relevant, engaging, and energizing.
Previous studies have shown positive associations between
teachers’ autonomous motivation, self-efficacy, and a teach-
ing approach characterized by being receptive, and providing
students’ with choice, constructive feedback, and rationale for
the proposed learning activities.11-13

Therefore, being motivated may not necessarily lead to
positive behavioral and psychological outcomes for clinical
teachers; what matters is which type of motivation is driving
behavior. While these types of motivation coexist within an
individual, what should be aimed is to experience predom-

inantly autonomous motivation.14 Consequently, in order to
facilitate autonomous motivation, SDT posits that teachers’
should perceive their work environment as supportive of
their basic psychological needs of autonomy (feeling one has
choices and concurs with work tasks), competence (feeling a
sense of self-efficacy in their teaching role), and relatedness
(feeling a sense a connectedness or belongingness with
important others). On the contrary, a work environment that
frustrates these needs will likely lead to experience controlled
motivation.5,9

Previous research in other educational domains has identi-
fied contextual factors from teachers’ work environment that
impact their motivation through the satisfaction or frustration
of their basic psychological needs.1 These include factors
such as the relationship established between teachers and
supervisors, and how teachers perceive students’ behavior
and motivation toward their courses.15,16 So far, however,
teachers’ motivation quality along with its antecedents
and consequences have not yet been investigated in dental
education.

This study, therefore, set out to understand better clinical
teachers’ motivation to teach by exploring how contextual
factors from the teaching environment influence motivation,
which in turn influence behaviors toward teaching. Specif-
ically, we tested how the work climate, perception of stu-
dents’ motivation, and teachers’ basic need satisfaction and
frustration predict teachers’ autonomous and controlled moti-
vation, and how these types of motivation predict teaching
approaches.

We examined the following hypotheses, as presented in
Figure 1:

1. Teachers’ perception of the work climate (character-
ized by a supportive relationship with their supervisors)
and teachers’ perception of their students’ motivation as
autonomous over controlled can be used as (positive) pre-
dictors of teachers’ satisfaction over the frustration of their
basic psychological needs in the workplace.

2. Teachers’ satisfaction over the frustration of their basic
psychological needs can be used as a (positive) predictor of
teachers’ autonomous over controlled motivation to teach.

3. Teachers’ autonomy over controlled motivation to teach
can be used as a (positive) predictor of a student-centered
(or conceptual change) over a teacher-centered (or infor-
mation transfer) teaching approach.

This research is expected to advance the growing area of
research on motivation in health profession education and
complement the research conducted on motivational aspects
of health professions’ students, which may play a pivotal
role to improve teachers’ and students’ performance and
wellbeing.
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F I G U R E 1 Hypothesized model depicting the expected associations between determinants and consequences of teachers’ motivation to teach.
Note: Light gray paths symbolize hypothesis 1, dark gray path symbolizes hypothesis 2, and black path symbolizes hypothesis 3

2 METHODS

2.1 Participants and procedures

We conducted a correlational cross-sectional study in 2018
across 3 Chilean private and public Dental Schools, at the Uni-
versidad de Los Andes, Universidad Austral, and Universidad
de Antofagasta. These are all members of the Association for
Dental Education in Chile (ACHEO) and, therefore, deliver
similar discipline-based curricula. The Ethics Institutional
Review Board of the Universidad de Los Andes approved the
study protocol (reference number CECFM 201508).

All clinical teachers, full- and part-time, were invited to
participate (n = 256). However, an a priori power analysis
was conducted with the aim of being able to identify small
to medium effects and to reduce the odds of a Type II error
in our results. This resulted in a minimum sample size of 176
teachers (alpha = 0.05, power = 0.80, G*Power software ver-
sion 3.1.9.2).17

Teachers were asked to answer 5 anonymized paper-and-
pencil questionnaires from the published literature. They were
first contacted by email informing about the study and invit-
ing them to participate. Our research team delivered the ques-
tionnaires during teachers’ weekly meetings. Teachers were
asked to return the questionnaires to the faculty administra-
tive office. One email reminder to return the questionnaires
was sent after 15 days, and no incentives for participation
were offered. The questionnaires asked for self-reported data,
based on Likert scales, and were adapted to refer to the den-
tal education context previous to data collection and analy-
ses. These questionnaires have shown acceptable reliability
and validity in previous studies using similar samples. Con-
fidentiality was guaranteed, and teachers could withdraw at
any time with no consequences or explanations required. As
part of the informed consent process, teachers were informed
that the study aimed to understand their motivation toward
teaching and the association with different factors influencing
and resulting from their reasons to teach. In addition, teachers
were asked to provide information regarding age, gender, and
teaching experience. For the latter, we categorized the vari-

able in less or more than 10 years, as it has been suggested
that reaching an expert level of performance in whatever skill
requires over 10 years’ involvement.18

2.2 Instruments

Work climate was measured using the 6-item Spanish version
of the Work Climate Questionnaire.19 This 1-dimensional
instrument measures the autonomy support that teachers’ per-
ceive from their immediate supervisor (e.g., I feel that my
supervisor provides me choices and options).

Teachers’ perception of their students’ autonomous and
controlled motivation was measured using an adaptation of
the 28-item Spanish version of the Academic Motivation
Scale (e.g., Because they experience pleasure and satisfac-
tion while learning new things).16,20 Autonomous and con-
trolled motivation were merged into 1 index,4 where a pos-
itive score suggested an autonomous perception of students’
motivation, and a negative score indicated a perception of con-
trolled motivation.21

Basic needs satisfaction and frustration were measured
using the 24-item Spanish version of the Basic Psychological
Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale.22 This instrument
captures both the satisfaction and frustration of autonomy,
competence and relatedness (e.g., In my job I do the things
I do because I really want to do them). Need satisfaction
and need frustration were merged into 1 score, where a
positive index suggested basic needs perceived as satisfied,
and a negative index suggested basic needs perceived as
frustrated.23,24

Autonomous and controlled motivation toward teaching
were measured using the 19-item Spanish version of the Mul-
tidimensional Work Motivation Scale.25 In order to explore
reasons beyond salary, the instrument asks, “Why do you or
would you put efforts into your current teaching job?” (e.g.,
Because the work I do is interesting). Autonomous and con-
trolled motivation were merged into 1 index, where a positive
score suggested autonomous motivation, and a negative score
suggested controlled motivation toward the teaching job.
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Finally, teacher- and student-centered teaching approaches
were measured using the 20-item Spanish version of the
Approaches to Teaching Inventory (e.g., In teaching ses-
sions for this course, I deliberately provoke debate and
discussion).26 Both measures were merged into 1 index,
where a positive score reflected a student-centered approach,
and a negative score reflected a teacher-centered approach.
The instruments contained a total of 97 items.

2.3 Data analysis

The significance level was set at ≤0.05, and all data anal-
yses were conducted using the SPSS (version 22.00) and
AMOS (version 20.0) software. Cronbach’s alpha scores
and Pearson’s correlation coefficient were used to calculate
internal consistencies and bivariate correlations. These were
computed for all measures, along with descriptive scores.
Finally, structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis was
used to test the model’s fit to the data and to interpret the
hypothesized paths (Figure 1).27,28 In the model, we used
the indexes mentioned above for parsimony. As there is no 1
standard score to a definite evaluation of SEM results,27 we
conducted the following series of tests (acceptable cut-off
score in parenthesis): the Chi-square test (𝜒2, > 0.05), the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA, < 0.08), the
comparative fit index (CFI, > 0.90), and the goodness-of-fit
index (GFI, > 0.90).27 Standardized path scores of parameter
estimates were interpreted as regression coefficients. In
addition, mean differences with regards to gender, teaching
experience, and type of university (private or public) were
computed through independent t-tests with Holm–Bonferroni
corrections. If significant, these variables would be added
as controls since previous research has suggested their
confounding effects on motivation.4,20

3 RESULTS

The final sample consisted of 206 teachers (80.4% response
rate), with an average age of 42.61 (SD = 10.68) and a gen-
der distribution of 106 (52%) women and 100 (48%) men.
A total of 161 (78%) teachers taught at private institutions
while 45 (22%) taught at a public dental school. Furthermore,
106 (52%) participants reported less than 10 years of teaching
experience, while 100 (48%) reported more than 10 years.

3.1 Reliability, descriptive scores,
and correlations

Table 1 shows the internal consistency of the scales, descrip-
tive scores, and correlations for all variables. Alpha coeffi-

cients were acceptable, ranging from 0.701 to 0.948, suggest-
ing the scales as reliable within the context of this study.29

For the total sample, an above-the-mean score was reported
for the work climate (M = 5.73, SD = 1.34). Teachers’
perceived their students as more controlled (M = 21.20,
SD = 3.33) than autonomously motivated (M = 19.36,
SD = 3.66), reported higher need satisfaction (M = 6.00,
SD = 0.75) than frustration (M = 2.27, SD = 0.85), showed
higher autonomous (M = 6.41, SD = 0.69) over controlled
motivation to teach (M = 4.15, SD = 1.01), and reported a
higher student- (M = 39.41, SD = 5.17) rather than a teacher-
centered teaching approach (M = 31.03, SD = 6.43).

Concerning correlations, a supportive work climate
showed a positive association with teachers’ need satisfaction
(r = 0.58, P < 0.01) and a negative association with teachers’
needs frustration (r = −0.23, P < 0.01). With regard to
teachers’ perceptions of their students’ motivation, controlled
motivation (r = 0.31, P < 0.01), and autonomous motivation
(r = 0.44, P < 0.01) showed positive associations with
teachers’ need satisfaction. However, teachers’ perception
of students being autonomously motivated as opposed to
controlled motivated showed a stronger positive correlation
with teachers’ need satisfaction. On the other hand, teachers’
need frustration, showed a negative (r = −0.23, P < 0.01)
and a non-significant (r = 0.08, P > 0.05) association with
their perception of students’ autonomous and controlled
motivation, respectively.

Moreover, teachers perceiving students as autonomously
motivated showed a stronger positive correlation with their
autonomy (r = 0.34, P < 0.01) rather than controlled moti-
vation to teach (r = 0.23, P < 0.01). The contrary results
are shown for teachers’ perception of students’ controlled
motivation. These results are similar to the correlations
found between needs satisfaction/frustration and teachers’
motivation to teach, where needs satisfaction showed stronger
positive scores when correlated with teachers’ autonomous
motivation (r = 0.63, P < 0.01) than with controlled moti-
vation to teach (r = 0.21, P < 0.01). The opposite can be
observed concerning teachers’ needs frustration.

Turning to teaching approaches, teacher’s autonomous
motivation to teach showed a positive correlation with a
student-centered teaching approach (r = 0.40, P < 0.01),
while the association with teacher-centered teaching was neg-
ative (r = −0.23, P < 0.01). Teachers’ controlled motivation
to teach showed weak positive associations with both student-
(r = 0.15, P < 0.01) and teacher-centered approaches to teach
(r = 0.06, P > 0.05).

3.2 Structural equation modeling

The results from the SEM analysis showed that the hypoth-
esized model fit the observed data well. The Chi-square test
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T A B L E 1 Bivariate correlations, internal consistency and means (standard deviation) of all measures

WC sCM sAM NS NF tCM tAM SCT TCT Age
WC – 0.28** 0.27** 0.58*** −0.23** 0.24** 0.28** 0.05 −0.12 −0.04

sCM – 0.20** 0.31** 0.08 0.40** 0.21** 0.13 −0.06 −0.03

sAM – 0.44** −0.23** 0.23** 0.34** 0.30** −0.02 0.15*

NS – −0.60** 0.21** 0.63** 0.19* −0.13 0.05

NF – 0.02 −0.44** −0.02 0.03 0.02

tCM – 0.27** 0.15* 0.06 −0.23**

tAM – 0.40** −0.23** −0.05

SCT – −0.33** 0.06

TCT – −0.17*

Age –

Alpha 0.948 0.701 0.931 0.887 0.797 0.761 0.863 0.761 0.743 –

Mean (SD) 5.73 (1.34) 21.20 (3.33) 19.36 (3.66) 6.00 (0.75) 2.27 (0.85) 4.15 (1.01) 6.41 (0.69) 39.41 (5.17) 31.03 (6.43) 42.61 (10.68)

Note: WC, Work Climate; sCM, Perception of Students’ Controlled Motivation; sAM, Perception of Students’ Autonomous Motivation; NS, Teachers’ Basic Needs
Satisfaction; NF, Teachers’ Basic Needs Frustration; tCM, Teachers’ Controlled Motivation; tAM, Teachers’ Autonomous Motivation; SCT, Student-Centered Teaching;
TCT, Teacher-Centered Teaching. *P < 0.05 (2-tailed), **P < 0.01 (2-tailed). Total sample of 206 clinical teachers. Light gray background correlation coefficients represent
hypothesis 1, dark gray background correlation coefficients represent hypothesis 2, and black background correlation coefficients represent hypothesis 3.

was non-significant (𝜒2 = 8.195, df = 4, P = 0.085), and the
results from the RMSEA (0.076, 90% CI = 0.000, 0.150), GFI
(0.990), and CFI (0.987) were all above the acceptable cutoff
score and, therefore, parameter estimates were retained.
Group differences for gender, teaching experience, and type
of university were significant; therefore, we decided to add
these variables (along with age) as controls in the SEM
analysis.

Figure 2 shows that all standardized regression paths were
significant and in the hypothesized direction. First, a support-
ive work climate (𝛽 = 0.44, P < 0.001) and perceiving stu-
dents’ motivation as autonomous over controlled (𝛽 = 0.20,
P < 0.01), positively predicted teachers’ basic psychologi-
cal needs satisfaction over frustration. In turn, the satisfaction
over the frustration of the basic psychological needs positively
predicted teachers’ autonomous over controlled motivation to
teach (𝛽 = 0.33, P < 0.001). Finally, teachers’ autonomous
over controlled motivation to teach positively predicted a
student- over a teacher-centered teaching approach (𝛽 = 0.17,
P < 0.01). Moreover, the coefficient of determination (R2)
suggests that the overall model explains 42% of the variance
in teaching approaches.

4 DISCUSSION

Despite the demanding tasks involved in clinical teach-
ing, teachers’ motivation has been an understudied area in
health professions education as well as in general educational
research.1,30 Our study, therefore, adds to the literature in this
aspect showing support for the hypothesized model.

The results are consistent with hypothesis 1 and suggest
that perceiving a supportive relationship with the direct
supervisor and perceiving students as autonomously moti-
vated as opposed to controlled is associated with an increase
in teachers’ satisfaction of their autonomy, competence, and
relatedness and a decrease in these being frustrated. Previous
studies have shown that teachers reported less satisfaction
and more frustration of their basic psychological needs
when perceiving their direct supervisors as unsupportive,
controlling, and authoritative, and when perceiving stu-
dents engagement mainly due to external reasons such as
compliance, maintaining a certain standard, or because of
internal or external pressure.16,30,31 It is import to clarify
that both autonomous and controlled motivation represent
intention to act, regardless of the initiating reasons; therefore,
one would expect positive associations with teachers’ need
satisfaction.

Concerning hypothesis 2, our results provide evidence that,
as teachers’ perception of their basic psychological needs in
the workplace is satisfied, their motivation to teach is associ-
ated with autonomous reasons. In turn, as their needs are per-
ceived as less satisfied and more frustrated, their motivation
is associated with controlled reasons to teach. These results
concur with previous studies showing that a work environ-
ment that promotes teachers’ perceptions of autonomy, com-
petence, and relatedness may lead to more self-determination
toward teaching, resulting in higher satisfaction, commitment,
and value given to the teaching role.9,10,30,32

With regard to hypothesis 3, our results suggest that expe-
riencing autonomous motivation toward teaching predicts a
student- over a teacher-centered teaching style. It can thus be
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F I G U R E 2 Structural equation model showing standardized regression coefficients amongst the hypothesized model for all participants. Note:
Structural equation model through the Maximum likelihood method. Residuals, covariances, and regression paths of control variables have been
omitted to simplify the model’s visualization. Significance in all paths are based on unstandardized regression coefficients, controlling for gender,
age, teaching experience, and type of university. *P < 0.01, **P < 0.001. Light gray paths and estimates symbolize hypothesis 1, dark gray path and
estimate symbolizes hypothesis 2, and black path and estimate symbolizes hypothesis 3

suggested that teachers experiencing autonomous motivation
are more likely to adopt a conceptual change and a meaning-
oriented teaching style rather than an information transfer
or a reproductive-oriented approach.9,33,34 These results are
in accord with recent studies showing that higher education
teachers experiencing autonomous motivation find their work
gratifying and significant, and report behaviors that support
their students’ basic psychological needs along with the use of
exemplary teaching practices.9,30,35 For instance, supporting
students’ basic psychological needs included teachers justify-
ing the reasons why students should engage in certain tasks;
active listening and getting to know their students; providing
constructive and timely feedback; considering each students’
context and development; fostering peer- and self-assessment;
and providing instances for self-directed learning. Exemplary
teaching practices included fostering social learning; horizon-
tal and vertical integration in their courses; instances to learn
on how to reflect in and on action; and clear instructional
plans.

The evidence from this study suggests that clinical teach-
ers’ optimal motivation is of paramount importance for
promoting an adequate learning environment for students.
Therefore, efforts should be made to understand and foster
different aspects that promote teachers’ satisfaction of their
basic psychological needs and their autonomous motivation.
These findings have significant implications for an initial
understanding of how different factors from the clinical
work environment influence teachers’ motivation, and may
serve as a starting point to develop faculty training instances
and regulations that support teaching quality and teachers’
wellbeing.

In this research, we have explored 2 factors that may influ-
ence teachers’ basic psychological needs and their motivation:
the work climate built by the teacher-supervisor relationship
and students’ motivation. The leadership and managing style
by which supervisors relate to teachers may foster or diminish
their motivation.15 Research has shown that, when supervi-

sors adopt a transformational as opposed to a transactional
leadership style, there is a positive impact on an individual’s
needs satisfaction and, subsequently on their motivation
quality.31,36 This means that supervisors should avoid
practices such as micromanaging and attempting to control
teachers’ behavior by means of rewards. Instead, supervisors’
leadership style should focus on teamwork, a shared vision
and collegiate decision-making, and caring for the profes-
sional and pedagogical development of their team members.
The support and teamwork experience provided is especially
relevant for dentists in teaching roles, where many of them
may be working on a part-time basis mixing their teaching
duties with heavy clinical practice workload. This may
become an important barrier in building a sense of belong-
ingness and commitment with the teaching role. There is,
therefore, a definite need for supervisors to be trained and real-
ize the influence they have on teachers’ motivation and work
quality.

In their day-by-day work, dental or other faculty in a
leadership position may support colleagues’ basic psycho-
logical needs in different ways. Research from an educa-
tional and business perspective points at supervisors being
explicit on the reasons for their decision-making; facilitating
resources for professional and pedagogical development; pro-
viding feedback and appraisal on teaching practices; provid-
ing teachers with choices on how to manage their adminis-
trative workload and on how to plan their teaching sessions;
and providing instances to know and collaborate with other
faculty members in order to foster a sense of community of
teaching practice.1,15

We turn now to the second critical factor found to influence
teachers’ basic needs and motivation, which is teachers’ per-
ception of their students’ motivation. Students and teachers
are an integral part of the learning environment; therefore,
SDT proposes that their behavior mutually influences one
another.16 As such, teachers’ motivation and what they do
has an effect on students’ basic psychological needs and
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motivation. In turn, students’ motivation and behavior then
feeds back into teachers’ basic psychological needs satis-
faction and subsequent motivation to teach. In other words,
when teachers perceive that students are autonomously
motivated toward their teaching sessions, they are more
likely to experience need-satisfaction and an increase in
their motivation quality to teach, and they may become
more supportive of their students’ basic psychological
needs.

An important implication of this feedback loop is that both
teachers and students are, in part, responsible for each other’s
motivation. Once again, this is especially relevant for the den-
tal education environment, considering the vast amount of
hours of direct one-on-one supervision in chairside teach-
ing and small group learning activities. Consequently, the
attitudes and behaviors of teachers and students toward one
another may play a key role in their motivation and workplace
experience.

Thus, how should awareness be raised on each other’s role?
As it was mentioned above, faculty development instances
provide an important opportunity to train teachers on how to
incorporate need-supportive teaching practices and become
aware of the relevance of supporting students’ autonomous
rather than controlled motivation.37,38 Providing teachers
with a new set of strategies to improve their teaching sessions
and clinical supervision style may enhance their feelings of
competence. This may have a positive impact on students’
motivation, which is expected to positively feed back into
teachers’ motivation and satisfaction in the workplace.1 On
the students’ side, it is recommended to raise awareness of
their role on teachers’ motivation through induction instances
or within learning-to-learn courses.

Despite the relevant findings in an unexplored area of
health professions education, there are limitations that should
be addressed. First, it was not possible to generalize our
results beyond the dental schools involved, as they consti-
tuted a purposive sample of Chilean institutions. Second,
the use of self-reported questionnaires could have favored
desirable social answers; however, as confidentiality was
assured and the questionnaires did not involve any sensitive
information, we believe this does not represent a threat to the
study’s internal validity. Third, the exploratory nature of the
study prevented from including additional factors that may
influence and explain teachers’ motivation and to analyze
them through a longitudinal design. Finally, and despite
including a series of control variables, there are still other
factors that may potentially confound teachers’ motivation.
These may include personal characteristics, particularities of
chairside teaching, peer support or pressure, patients’ behav-
ior and motivation, or the institution’s criteria for promotions
and rewards, all of which may play a significant role on clin-
ical teachers’ motivation. Consequently, there is ample room

for further studies regarding clinical teachers’ motivation,
mainly considering the increasing liability held on teachers
for students’ outcomes and patient safety during training,
and especially given the critical role they play in students’
motivation.

5 CONCLUSION

The present study aimed to explore clinical teachers’ motiva-
tion along with relevant antecedents and consequences from
the SDT perspective. Correlational analyses and structural
equation modeling revealed that teachers’ perceiving a work
climate characterized by a supportive supervisor-teacher rela-
tionship and perceiving students’ motivation as autonomous,
positively predicted teachers’ satisfaction of their basic psy-
chological needs and subsequently predicted autonomous
motivation to teach. This, in turn, was positively associated
with a student- over a teacher-centered teaching approach.
This study has been one of the first to thoroughly examine
the process of teachers’ motivation to teach in health pro-
fessions education, supporting SDT’s assertion that teach-
ers’ autonomous motivation is critical for students’ learning.
Therefore, efforts should be made to understand and foster dif-
ferent aspects that promote teachers’ satisfaction of their basic
psychological needs and autonomous motivation, especially
regarding the role of teachers’ supervisors and how teachers
perceive their students’ motivation.
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