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36  Abstract

37  Background: Assessing fall risk is a complex process requiring the integration of

38  diverse information and cognitive strategies. Despite this complexity, few studies have
39  explored how nurses make these judgements. Moreover, existing research suggests
40  variability in nurses’ fall risk assessments, but the reasons for this variation and its
41  appropriateness remain unclear.

42 Objective: This study aimed to investigate how nurses judge fall risk, and the factors
43  associated with their judgements.

44 Methods: Using purposive sampling, 335 nurses from six hospitals in western Japan
45  participated in an online survey. The participants rated the likelihood of falls in 18
46  patient scenarios and completed measures of base-rate neglect, belief bias, and

47  availability bias. A linear mixed-effects regression tree was used to identify factors
48  related to their judgements, and a linear mixed-effects regression model examined
49  associations between judgement variability, cognitive biases, and clinical specialty.
50  Results: Nurses’ fall risk assessments were primarily influenced by whether patients
51  called for assistance, followed by the use of sleeping pills, the presence of a tube or
52 drain, and patient mobility status. Judgement variability was linked to nurses’ gender,
53  education, clinical specialty, and susceptibility to availability bias.

54  Conclusion: Variability in clinical judgement may be justified when reflecting

55  personalised, context-specific care. However, inconsistencies arising from cognitive
56  biases are problematic. Healthcare organisations should offer targeted training to

57  enhance contextual expertise and reduce the influence of cognitive biases on fall risk
58  assessments.

59

60  Keywords: Nurses, Falls, Risks, Judgement, Cognitive bias, Clinical specialty,

61  Regression tree
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68  Introduction

69 A patient fall is a major adverse event in healthcare settings. Falls are defined as

70  “inadvertently coming to rest on the ground, floor, or other lower level, excluding

71  intentional changes in position” (World Health Organization, 2007). Each year, a

72 significant number of patients experience falls; for instance, an estimated 700,000 to

73 1,000,000 falls occur in U.S. hospitals (Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality,
74 2013), and in Japan, the rate is 2.76 per 1,000 patients (Japan Hospital Association,

75 2023). Recent studies indicate that 55-60% of patients are at risk of falling (Wu et al.,
76 2019, Yasan et al., 2020), a figure likely to rise as the population ages. Falls can result in
77  severe harm, including death (Takase, 2023), highlighting the importance of addressing
78  this issue. To prevent falls, nurses must assess patients and environmental cues, judge
79  fall risk, and implement appropriate preventive measures (Tanner, 2006).

80 Nurses’ clinical judgement is crucial in this process, as they are the primary

81  healthcare providers responsible for fall prevention. Clinical judgement involves a

82  reflective and reasoning process, drawing on available data and an extensive knowledge
83  base (Connor et al., 2023). This judgement is a complex cognitive task. Previous studies
84  show that nurses assess fall risk using criteria developed through clinical experience,

85  often relying on cognitive strategies such as adding, subtracting, and weighing various
86  risk factors based on patient characteristics (Takase et al., 2024). Nurses also use fall

87  risk assessment tools, though these have limitations, including variations in criteria and
88  poor predictive validity (Alvarado et al., 2023, Vlaeyen et al., 2021). Assessing fall risk
89  is a complex procedure that requires synthesising information on patient conditions,

90 treatment regimens, and the clinical environment. Despite this complexity, few studies
91  have explored how nurses make these judgements. Moreover, previous research

92  indicates that nurses’ judgements of fall risk can vary (Takase et al., 2024), but it is

93  unclear why this variation occurs or whether it is justified. Such discrepancies can lead
94  to inconsistent care, and if these variations are due to cognitive biases, they may

95  compromise patient safety. Therefore, understanding how nurses make these

96  judgements and identifying the factors that influence them are critical for improving

97  patient care and safety.

98
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Background

Nurses’ judgement of risk of falling

The literature identifies various risk factors for falls, which are generally classified into
intrinsic (patient-related) and extrinsic (environment-related) categories. Intrinsic
factors include sex and age (Wabe et al., 2024), unstable gait and balance (Deandrea et
al., 2010, Shao et al., 2023), decline in activities of daily living (Shao et al., 2023),
elimination issues such as urgency, frequency of voiding, nocturia, and incontinence
(Moon et al., 2021, Noguchi et al., 2016), impaired cognition (Fhon et al., 2023), the
use of hypnotics and sedatives (Shao et al., 2023), frailty (Xu et al., 2022), and a
tendency to perform tasks independently (Satoh et al., 2022). Extrinsic factors include
unsafe footwear (Kobayashi et al., 2017), the presence of tubes and drains (Nakanishi et
al., 2021), and wet or slippery floors (Lee et al., 2022).

Nurses must make complex judgements based on available information. For
example, they need to evaluate a patient's fall risk by weighing each risk factor,
determining the relative importance of factors when multiple risks are present, and
considering how these risks interact when combined. Previous studies have explored the
common risk factors nurses perceive (Innab, 2022, Tzeng and Yin, 2013), as well as the
alignment between nurses’ assessments of fall risk and patients’ perspectives (Choi et
al., 2024). However, no study has investigated the specific criteria or algorithms nurses
use to make fall risk judgements. Given that nurses’ assessments directly influence the
initiation of preventive interventions (Rice et al., 2022), further research into the

methods and decision-making processes they use to judge fall risk is needed.

Factors related to the variation in judgement

Another issue yet to be fully explored is the source of variation in nursing judgement.
Given that clinical judgement involves complex cognitive processes, differences in
judgement among healthcare professionals are often inevitable. Variability in clinical
judgement and decision-making has been observed among physicians (Hancock et al.,
2012, McDonnell et al., 2023, Sutherland and Levesque, 2020), across different
professions (Honda et al., 2015, Taggart et al., 2021), between nurses and nursing
students (Shinnick and Cabrera-Mino, 2021, Yang and Thompson, 2016), and among

nurses themselves (Fernandez-de-Maya and Richart-Martinez, 2012, Ferrario, 2003,
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132 Thompson et al., 2009). Regarding the fall risk judgement, Vlaeyen et al. (2021) found
133 that the accuracy of risk judgements varied among physiotherapists, nurses, and nurse
134  aides in nursing homes. Similarly, Takase et al. (2024) reported that the fall risk factors
135  deemed critical by nurses differed between individuals.

136 Several factors may account for these variations, with clinical context playing a
137  significant role. Patient characteristics, presenting symptoms, and treatments differ by
138  clinical setting, influencing which factors nurses prioritise when assessing fall risk. For
139  example, in rehabilitation or aged care wards where many patients have physical

140  limitations, nurses may place greater emphasis on cognitive dysfunction than gait

141  disturbances alone, as patients with cognitive impairments may engage in risky

142 behaviours despite limited mobility. Conversely, in surgical wards, unstable gait might
143 be a higher priority risk due to the presence of post-surgical drains and potential

144  anaemia. Thus, differing clinical contexts necessitate different risk assessments,

145  contributing to variation in nurses’ judgements.

146 Another potential source of variation in judgement is cognitive bias, defined as
147  systematic tendencies or dispositions that distort information processing, leading to

148  inaccurate judgements or decisions (Crowley et al., 2013, Korteling et al., 2023,

149  Korteling and Toet, 2021). Such biases typically arise when individuals rely on intuition
150  and mental shortcuts (Crowley et al., 2013, Korteling et al., 2023, Korteling and Toet,
151  2021). While over 50 types of cognitive biases have been identified in healthcare

152 settings (Croskerry and Ryle, 2019), this study focuses on three key biases: base-rate
153  neglect, belief bias, and availability bias. These biases influence probability estimation
154  and logical reasoning, potentially leading to variability in nurses’ judgements.

155 Base-rate neglect refers to the tendency to ignore underlying incidence rates,
156  prior probabilities, or base rates, either by inflating or reducing them (Croskerry, 2003,
157  Croskerry and Ryle, 2019, Kahneman and Tversky, 1982, O'Sullivan and Schofield,

158  2018). It is a type of representativeness heuristic (i.e., judging based on how

159  representative A is of B) (Blanco, 2020, Tversky and Kahneman, 1973), and often

160  results from disregarding statistical rules (Ceschi et al., 2019). For example, consider

161  the following.

Among the 1000 people that participated in the study, there were 995 nurses and five

doctors. John is a randomly chosen participant in this research. He is 34 years old. He
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lives in a nice house in a fancy neighbourhood. He expresses himself nicely and is
very interested in politics. He invests a lot of time in his career. Which is more likely?
a) John is a nurse.

b) John is a doctor. (Erceg et al., 2022)

162 Many people chose b) because John’s characteristics seem more representative
163 of a doctor. However, given that 99.5% of participants are nurses, a) is statistically more
164 likely. Similarly, nurses may overlook base rates and overestimate or underestimate

165  specific risks. For instance, a nurse might overestimate the fall risk associated with

166  Medication A after seeing one patient fall while on it, despite the medication rarely

167  causing falls. Since fall risk assessment involves predicting future fall probabilities,

168  adherence to probability principles is essential (Wright et al., 2009, Wright et al., 1994).
169  Ignoring these principles may lead to inaccurate judgements.

170 Belief bias is “the tendency to accept or reject data depending on one’s

171  personal belief system, especially when the focus is on the conclusion and not the

172 premises or data” (Croskerry and Ryle, 2019). For example, when asked to assess the
173 validity of the following syllogism:

Premise 1: All Eastern countries are communist.
Premise 2: Canada is not an Eastern country.

Conclusion: Canada is not communist. (Erceg et al., 2022)

174 Many might incorrectly judge this as valid, as the conclusion appears correct
175  despite faulty logic (denying the antecedent). In fall risk assessment, nurses must use
176  sound logic to avoid bias. If they accept seemingly correct conclusions without

177  evaluating the premises, they may misjudge risk. For example, a nurse might think, “A
178  patient with weak legs is likely to fall. Patient A does not have weak legs. Therefore,
179  Patient A will not fall,” which is a logical error.

180 Availability bias is the tendency to mistakenly judge events as more frequent if
181  they are recent or easily recalled (i.e., readily available in memory) (Croskerry, 2003,
182  O'Sullivan and Schofield, 2018, Tversky and Kahneman, 1973). People tend to recall
183  events that are frequent, recent, distinctive, or associated with other notable events

184  (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973). An example question illustrates this bias:

Which cause of death is more likely?

Commercial airplane crash vs. Bicycle-related (Erceg et al., 2022)
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185 Although the correct answer is “bicycle-related,” many people select

186  “commercial airplane crash” due to its distinctiveness and memorability, especially

187  following recent incidents. Similarly, nurses may overestimate or underestimate risks if
188  certain events come easily to mind. Availability bias is especially relevant in fall risk
189  assessment, as nurses rely on past experiences when judging a patient’s fall risk (Takase
190  etal., 2024). However, basing decisions on memorable but isolated experiences can lead
191  to biased judgements.

192 While variation due to clinical context may be justifiable, variation due to

193  cognitive biases is not. Thus, identifying and addressing sources of variation is

194  essential. Although a few studies have examined the relationship between clinical

195  context and nurses’ fall risk judgements (e.g., Takase et al., 2024), most studies on

196  cognitive biases in clinical judgement focus on physicians’ diagnostic decisions (e.g.,
197  Crowley et al., 2013, Saposnik et al., 2016) or nurses’ assessments of patient acuity or
198  medication administration (Al-Moteri et al., 2022, Essa et al., 2023, Martin et al., 2022).
199  No studies have explored cognitive biases in nurses’ fall risk assessments.

200

201  Aims

202 This study aimed to address two questions:

203 1. How do nurses judge the risk of falling?

204 2. What influences their judgements (i.e., what are the sources of variation in their
205 judgements)?

206  Answering these questions could inform measures to improve nurses’ fall risk judgements.
207

208  Methods

209  Study design

210  This cross-sectional study is part of a larger investigation into how nurses assess fall
211  risk. The study has two parts: a pilot study (Part 1) and a study addressing the research
212 questions posed above (Part 2). This paper reports the findings of the Part 2 study.

213

214  Participants

215  Using purposive sampling, participants were recruited from six hospitals (public and

216  private) in western Japan, with capacities ranging from 175 to 740 beds and providing
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acute, rehabilitation, or extended care. Inclusion criteria required participants to be
registered nurses responsible for direct patient care. Exclusion criteria included working
in paediatric wards, operating theatres, intensive care units, outpatient departments, or
holding managerial roles.

The dependent variable (nurses’ fall risk assessment) consisted of 18 x N
(sample size) correlated observations. Regression tree analysis and linear mixed-effects
modelling were used to address research questions 1 and 2. For the regression tree
analysis, simulation studies indicate that a sample of 1,000 independent observations
provides reasonable accuracy and precision (Althnian et al., 2021, Rajput et al., 2023,
Sordo and Zeng, 2005). To achieve an effective sample size of 1000 with an intraclass
correlation (ICC) of 0.25-0.30, 292-339 participants were needed (see Killip et al.,
2004). For the mixed-effects model, sample size simulations using the mixedpower R
package (Kumle et al., 2021) indicated that, with b=0.1 for main effects, b=0.05 for
interaction terms, and 0=0.05, a sample of N=200 would achieve over 80% power. A

total of 900 nurses were recruited to meet these requirements.

Instruments

The following instruments were administered to the participants.

Nurses’ fall risk judgements

Patient scenarios were developed to assess nurses’ judgement of fall risk. Each scenario
comprised six statements about patient conditions: mobility issues, cognitive
impairment and personality, urinary issues, presence of tubes (e.g., intravenous lines and
indwelling catheters) or drains, medication use, and age. Each condition had three risk
levels (1 = low risk to 3 = high risk) (see Table 1). Scenarios were created following a
literature review, consultations with three experienced nurses in risk management, and
pilot testing with five academic and three practising nurses. Since the full factorial
design would yield 729 scenarios, a fractional orthogonal array was generated using the
DoE.base R package (Gromping, 2018), resulting in 18 scenarios (see Supplementary
Table 1). Nurses rated fall probability from 0-100% in 5% increments, which were later
converted to a probability of 0-1.00 in 0.05 increments for the analysis.

[Table 1 around here]
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249 Cognitive biases

250  Existing scales for cognitive biases contain general statements, with some items

251  irrelevant in Japanese settings. Therefore, new scales were developed specifically for
252 fall risk judgements, targeting base-rate neglect, belief bias, and availability biases,
253  based on established scales. Each scale had three items with two response choices—one
254  indicating bias (scored 1) and the other non-bias (scored 0). The scales were pilot-tested
255  with five academics and three nurses, and then administered to 55 nurses for reliability
256 testing. The Kuder-Richardson 20 (KR20) coefficients of base-rate neglect, belief and
257  availability biases were 0.70, 0.65, and 0.41 respectively. The reliability of the

258  availability bias was low, but an item response analysis showed good discriminant

259  wvalidity. Moreover, a reliable measure of availability bias is lacking (Berthet, 2021),
260  especially in the Japanese context. Thus, we retained the original items. In all the

261  cognitive bias scales, responses were aggregated for a total score from 0 to 3; scores of
262 2 or more indicated cognitive bias. Sample questions are presented in Table 2.

263 [Table 2 around here]

264

265  Demographics

266  These questions gathered data on participants’ age, sex, highest educational degree,
267  years of clinical experience, and current specialty.

268

269  Data collection procedures

270  After receiving approval from each institution’s Director of Nursing, invitation letters
271  were distributed to potential participants in August, 2024. The letter explained the

272 study’s purpose, methods, and ethical considerations, and provided a QR code and a
273 URL link to a Google Forms survey. Interested participants were directed to the online
274  survey site to complete the questionnaire, with consent assumed upon submission.

275  Participants had four weeks to complete the questionnaire.

276

277  Analysis

278  Exploratory factor analysis based on a tetrachoric correlation matrix with oblique

279  rotation and KR20 were computed to assess the construct validity and internal

280  consistency of the cognitive bias scales. Descriptive statistics were then computed, and
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10
281  variable distributions were checked. As will be shown, there was a small portion of
282 missing responses in some question items (2.4% at maximum). Thus, the subsequent
283  analyses were conducted by replacing missing values, i.e., those in the continuous or
284  ordinal variables were replaced with the median values, while those in categorical
285  variables were replaced with the most representative category.
286 To explore how nurses assess fall risk (research question 1), a regression tree

287  analysis was performed. Each nurse provided 18 responses, one for each patient

288  scenario, resulting in correlated data. Thus, a linear mixed-effects model tree with a
289  random intercept was fitted to account for intraclass correlation, followed by 10-fold
290  cross-validation to calculate explained variance. The glmertree R package (Fokkema et
291  al.,, 2018) was used.

292 To identify sources of variation in nurses’ judgements (research question 2), a
293  mixed-effects regression model was applied. This model included dichotomised

294  responses on cognitive biases, risk variables (Table 1), clinical specialty, and

295  demographic factors as main effects, along with interaction terms between risk variables
296  and clinical specialty to examine if weighting differed by specialty. Risk variables were
297  collapsed into two levels (combining levels 2 and 3) and clinical specialties into six
298  categories to reduce comparisons and avoid overfitting. Analyses were performed using
299  StataNow (version 18.0, StataCorp, Texas, USA) and R (version 4.4.1).

300

301  Ethical considerations

302  This study complies with the Declaration of Helsinki developed by the World Medical
303  Association, and approval was obtained from the institutional review board prior to the
304  data collection.

305

306  Results

307  Atotal of 337 nurses completed the online survey, yielding a response rate of 37.4%. Of
308 these, two nurses did not provide their judgements on the patient scenarios, leaving 335
309  questionnaires for further analysis. The characteristics of the participants are described
310  in Table 3.

311 [Table 3 about here]

312 Figure 1 presents the nurses’ judgements on the risk of falling, represented as
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the estimated probability of falling on a scale from 0 to 1. Scenario 8 (i.e., a patient with
arisk level of 3 across all variables) was rated as the highest risk, while Scenario 17
(i.e., a patient with a risk level of 1 across all variables) was rated as the lowest. The
ICC of judgements within nurses was 0.279 (standard error = 0.018).

[Figure 1 about here]

Supplementary Table 2 presents the results of factor analysis on the cognitive
bias scales, along with their reliability coefficients. As shown in the table, three factors
representing base-rate neglect, belief bias, and availability bias were identified,
explaining 64.3% of the variance. However, the KR20 coefficients were low,
particularly for the base-rate neglect (KR20 = 0.323) and the belief bias scale (KR20 =
0.434). These low reliabilities were due to the majority of nurses consistently choosing
biased responses for base-rate neglect (68.66%) and belief bias items (35.52%),
resulting in small variances (see Supplementary Table 3). An opposite trend was
observed in the availability bias scale.

Figure 2 presents the results of a regression tree analysis, illustrating how
nurses judged the risk of patient falls. The first variable used to differentiate between the
nurses’ judgements was the patient’s inability to call for assistance due to cognitive
impairment. If a patient could not call for help, the second variable used to differentiate
between the judgements was whether the patient had taken a sleeping pill, followed by
whether the patient had stable or unstable gait. When a patient had cognitive
impairment, could not call for assistance, was taking a sleeping pill, and did not have an
unstable gait (but required assistance with ambulation), nurses’ judgement of fall risk
was highest (see Node 28). Scenario 8 represents this patient’s characteristics.

Nurses judged the risk of falling as the second highest when a patient had
cognitive impairment, took a sleeping pill, and had an unstable gait (see Node 29,
representing Scenario 4). The next highest judgements of fall risk were for a patient
with cognitive impairment and unstable gait (Node 26, representing Scenario 7), and for
a patient who was hesitant to call nurses, had one tube/drain, and an unstable gait (Node
20, representing Scenario 3).

The regression tree model showed that nurses assigned progressively lower
probabilities of falls to the following risk factors in descending order: patients’ age,

intake of anti-hypertensive agents, and presence of urinary issues. Only the need for
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345  assistance with transfers was associated with a fall probability below 50% (see Node 7),
346  while a patient without any of these conditions was still judged to have a small chance
347  of falling (23.2%)).

348 Finally, the regression tree model suggests that there was variation in nurses’
349  judgement. In fact, the tree accounts for 58.7% of the variance, while a large portion
350  (27.3%) was explained by a random effect.

351 [Figure 1 about here]

352 A mixed-effects regression model was used to identify factors that could be
353  associated with this variation (see Table 4; see also Supplementary Table 4 for a

354  correlation analysis). The results indicated that participants’ sex, educational

355  background, clinical specialty, and susceptibility to availability bias were associated
356  with differences in nurses’ judgement of fall risk, along with the presence of the risk
357  factors listed in Table 1. Female nurses and those with a diploma tended to judge the
358  risk of falling to be higher than their counterparts (6.7% and 4.7% respectively). Nurses
359  working in convalescent rehabilitation or community-based care wards judged patients’
360  risk 9.3% to be higher than those in other specialties. Additionally, nurses more

361  susceptible to availability bias tended to judge the risk as 3% lower than those who were
362 less susceptible.

363 [Table 4 about here]

364 Several interaction terms were also significant. Compared to nurses working in
365  gastrointestinal wards, the judgements of nurses in convalescent rehabilitation,

366  community-based care, long-term care, and palliative care wards were less associated
367  with patients’ mobility issues (see Figures 3a and 3b). The judgements of nurses

368  specialising in long-term and palliative care were also less associated with whether

369  patients called for assistance, compared to those in gastrointestinal wards (see Figure
370  3c). Although not reaching p<0.05, rehabilitation and community-based care nurses

371  showed a tendency to attach less importance to whether patients had tubes/drains and
372 were over 65 years old, when judging the risk of falling.

373

374  Discussion

375  This study examined how nurses judge fall risk, with attention to variations related to

376  their clinical specialty and tendencies toward cognitive biases. Regression tree analysis


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.03.24318440

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.03.24318440; this version posted December 20, 2024. The copyright holder for this

377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388
389
390
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

13

revealed that nurses’ judgements were primarily based on whether patients called for
assistance when needed, followed by other fall-related factors such as the use of
sleeping pills, mobility disorders, the presence of medical devices, and urinary issues.
Patients with cognitive impairment, inability to call for help, use of sleeping pills, and
mobility disorders were identified as being at the highest risk. Previous studies have
shown that most falls are unwitnessed (Francis-Coad et al., 2020, Takase, 2023), and
tend to happen to patients inclined to act independently (Satoh et al., 2023).
Additionally, factors such as hypnotic use, cognitive impairment, and mobility disorders
have been consistently associated with fall risk in numerous studies, including a recent
systematic review (Heinzmann et al., 2024). Consequently, patients who engage in
activities independently, despite underlying fall risks, are perceived as being particularly
vulnerable to falling. Nurses’ belief that falls can be prevented by accompanying
patients highlights their emphasis on a patient’s ability to seek nursing assistance as a
primary consideration in fall risk assessment.

Patients who did not call for assistance despite lacking cognitive impairment,
having a tube or drain, and experiencing gait issues (e.g., unstable walking or requiring
transfer assistance) were also judged by nurses to have a high risk of falling. One study
reported that approximately 90% of patients at risk of falling had a tube or drain
inserted (Sakai et al., 2016). Given that most participants in this study worked in acute
care hospitals, where many patients have tubes or drains, nurses’ heightened concern
about the impact of these devices on fall risk (Takase et al., 2024) is understandable.

While mobility issues were identified as a key factor in nurses’ fall risk
judgements, requiring assistance with transfers alone was associated with less than a
50% perceived risk of falling. Several explanations may account for this. First, studies
suggest that fall rates do not always correspond to fall frequency (Inoue et al., 2024).
Thus, even if mobility impairment is recognised as a high-risk factor, the frequency of
falls may be low if few patients exhibit such impairments. Given that the majority
worked in acute settings, the number of patients requiring transfer assistance may have
been small, leading to fewer incidents. This could create an impression among nurses
that fall risk is moderate. Second, nurses may feel confident that falls can be prevented
if patients call for assistance. Finally, mobility issues may be viewed as amplifying

rather than independently driving fall risk. For instance, a study found that the presence
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of mobility impairments heightened fall risk in cognitively impaired patients (Martin et
al., 2013). Consequently, in the absence of other risk factors, the overall risk may be
considered moderate.

The results also revealed variation in nurses’ judgements, which usually
stemmed from differences in how they weighed each risk factor (Stamp, 2012,
Thompson et al., 2009). In this study, factors such as nurses’ gender, educational
background, clinical specialty, and susceptibility to availability bias were associated
with how they evaluated each risk. The mixed-effects regression model indicated that
nurses in convalescent rehabilitation and community-based care wards rated patients’
fall risk significantly higher than those on gastrointestinal wards. In these settings,
patients are in the process of regaining mobility and transitioning back to their
communities, which inherently increases their fall risk (Kato et al., 2022). High fall
rates in convalescent rehabilitation wards have been reported in other studies as well
(Ainuddin et al., 2019, Kato et al., 2022). By contextualising each scenario within their
practice, nurses in these wards might have assessed fall risk more severely than their
gastrointestinal counterparts.

Additionally, nurses in convalescent rehabilitation/community-based care, and
long-term/palliative care wards perceived the risks associated with mobility disorders
and the inability to call for assistance differently from nurses in gastrointestinal settings.
For nurses in rehabilitation and community care, mobility disorders had less impact on
their judgement compared to those in gastrointestinal nursing. This could be explained
by two factors. First, nurses in rehabilitation and community care settings may perceive
mobility limitations as universal among their patients, thus not significantly influencing
fall risk. A recent study found no difference in mobility between patients who fell and
those who did not in stroke rehabilitation (Hong et al., 2024). Alternatively, nurses may
believe that patients in these settings have an inherent fall risk, regardless of their
mobility status. Kato et al. (2022) found that although patients with functional
impairments had a higher risk of falling, recovery from mobility impairment led to
greater activity levels, which resulted in increased fall rates over time. This may explain
why nurses rated patients without mobility issues as higher risk than their
gastrointestinal counterparts.

Similarly, nurses in long-term/palliative care rated the impact on fall risk of


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.03.24318440

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.03.24318440; this version posted December 20, 2024. The copyright holder for this

441
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

15

mobility disorders and the inability to call for assistance lower than nurses in
gastrointestinal nursing. This may be because nurses in long-term/palliative care
settings may not view cognitive or mobility impairments as distinguishing factors for
fall risk, as the majority of patients in these wards experience these conditions.
Additionally, patients in long-term/palliative care are often frail, dependent, depressed,
and suffer from multiple chronic comorbidities, such as congestive heart failure and
chronic pulmonary diseases, all of which are associated with increased fall risk (Oren et
al., 2022, Prabhakaran et al., 2020, Xu et al., 2022). Thus, a single risk factor may not
carry as much weight as it does in other specialties. In contrast, on acute care wards like
gastrointestinal medicine and surgery, diseases and treatments can dramatically alter
patients’ mobility and cognitive function (Milisen et al., 2012, Perell et al., 2001).
Consequently, changes in functional status have more visible impacts on fall risk. These
differing characteristics of clinical specialties probably explain the variation in how
these risk factors are prioritised.

While variation due to contextual clinical judgement may be justified, variation
stemming from individual factors such as gender, educational background, and
susceptibility to cognitive biases is not justifiable. This is because there is no clinical
evidence to suggest that such factors affect fall risk. Gender differences in risk
perception are well-documented, with studies consistently showing that females tend to
perceive greater susceptibility to and severity of various risk factors (Brown et al., 2021,
Harris and Jenkins, 2006, Kim et al., 2018), often resulting in them recommending more
preventive measures compared to their male counterparts (Alsharawy et al., 2021). The
present study observed a similar phenomenon. Additionally, nurses with diplomas rated
the risk of falling significantly higher than their degree-holding counterparts. This
contrasts with findings from other studies, which suggest that individuals with higher
educational levels tend to perceive higher probabilities of risk (Pfortner and Hower,
2022, Rattay et al., 2021, Ropcke et al., 2024). It is not certain why this difference
occurred. One possible explanation is that nurses with diplomas may have received
training that emphasised patient safety and risk during their pre-licensure education.

The final source of judgement variation is cognitive bias. Availability bias was
observed in 42.39% of nurses, who rated scenarios approximately 3% lower than their

counterparts. Although this difference was small, the findings align with previous
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473  research showing that cognitive bias affects nurses’ decision-making and practice (Jala
474  etal., 2023, Whyte et al., 2022). Availability bias increases with the ease of recalling
475  relevant examples (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973). Therefore, if nurses recalled recent
476  instances where patients with similar characteristics fell, their fall risk estimates would
477  increase, while recalling instances where such patients did not fall would lead to

478  underestimation. In this study, nurses probably recalled situations where patients with
479  similar characteristics did not fall, which contributed to their underestimation of risk.
480 Although base-rate neglect and belief bias did not appear to impact nurses’

481  judgements, attention should be given to their susceptibility to these cognitive biases.
482  Our findings revealed that 93.44% of nurses exhibited base-rate neglect, while 69.25%
483  were affected by belief bias. These findings are consistent with those of Al-Moteri et al.
484  (Al-Moteri et al., 2020), who reported that 63% of their sample showed cognitive bias.
485  Base-rate neglect occurs when nurses disregard underlying probabilities, while belief
486  bias arises when nurses base their judgement on the believability of conclusions rather
487  than logic. Given that nurses often express discomfort with probabilities (Lavoie et al.,
488  2020), and rely on intuition (Honda et al., 2015), these findings are not surprising.

489  Correct application of probability theory and logical reasoning is essential for accurate
490  judgement and forecasting (Wright et al., 2009). Therefore, these cognitive biases could
491  still affect nurses’ judgements and interventions. Future studies using more reliable

492  instruments would provide a clearer understanding of the impact of these biases.

493

494  Implications for nursing management and research

495  The results of the regression tree analysis suggest that nurses do not assign equal weight
496  to each risk factor. A comparison of nurses’ judgements with existing fall assessment
497  scales highlights clear distinctions. For example, in the Morse Fall Scale (Morse et al.,
498  1989), patients’ mental status (e.g., forgetting limitations and moving independently) is
499  assigned only half the points (15 points) compared to the use of ambulatory aids (30
500  points). However, nurses in this study regarded the former as a greater risk. Similarly, in
501  the STRATIFY Risk Assessment Tool (Oliver et al., 1997), all risk factors are equally
502  weighted, yet nurses did not treat them as such, with the weight assigned varying by
503  clinical specialty. Nurses’ contextual knowledge, which has not been integrated into

504  existing models, may provide valuable insights for improving fall assessment scales
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(Onkal-Atay et al., 2004).

At the same time, nurses and healthcare organisations may need to reconsider
their approach to fall prevention. A goal of zero falls may be unrealistic, particularly in
rehabilitation units where patients push their physical and cognitive limits to regain
optimal functioning (Singh et al., 2019). In their efforts to prevent falls, nurses often
instruct patients to call for assistance when ambulating. However, this practice may
restrict patients’ independence and dignity (Kerr et al., 2023). A shift in focus toward
preventing recurrent falls and minimising fall-related injuries may be more practical and
patient-centred.

Finally, this study emphasises the importance of reducing nurses’ cognitive
biases. To achieve this, organisations should offer training in probabilistic reasoning and
logical inference to enhance nurses’ reasoning strategies (Cavojova et al., 2020). Such
training can help reduce base-rate neglect, belief bias, and availability bias.
Additionally, encouraging slow thinking and fostering judgement verification through
peer consultation can further minimise cognitive bias. Organisations should also

establish a framework that supports a reflective clinical culture.

Limitations

The current study has several limitations. First, the scenarios were based on a limited set
of fall risks, which may not fully capture the complexity of nurses’ judgement
strategies. Second, only three types of cognitive bias were examined, and there are
many other types that may influence nurses’ judgements. Further research is needed to
explore the impact of additional cognitive biases and identify their sources of variation.
Third, the reliability of the cognitive bias scales was low, partly due to small variances
in nurses’ responses, which tended to concentrate around specific answers. The low
reliability of these scales has been noted in other studies, with potential remedial
solutions suggested by Berthet (2021). Developing more reliable, context-specific scales

is essential for improving the accuracy of cognitive bias measurement.

Conclusions
Judging fall risk is a complex process that involves identifying risk factors and

assessing their relative importance, while also considering potential synergies and
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counteractions between them. Contextual factors further influence this judgement, as the
significance of risk factors can vary across different clinical areas. Due to this
complexity, human judgement is essential, although it is this very judgement that may
contribute to clinical variation. While variation in clinical judgement is generally seen
as undesirable because it can lead to inconsistent practices, not all variation results in
unjustified care. For example, variation in nurses’ fall risk judgements may be justified
when it reflects personalised, context-specific nursing care. In contrast, errors arising
from cognitive bias, which leads to inconsistent judgements, are unjustified. Nurses’
clinical judgement is directly linked to the effectiveness of fall prevention measures.
Consequently, healthcare organisations should provide targeted training to enhance

nurses’ contextual expertise while mitigating cognitive biases.
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Table 1. The structure of patient scenarios and examples
Conditions
Risk Cognitive
level impairment Presence
Mobility and Urinary Medication
issues personality issues o tubps use Age
or drains
(Does not call
nurses)

1 | Independent | No cognitive | No No tube | Antibiotic Less
impairment urinary or drain than 65
and calls problems | inserted years
nurses when old
necessary

2 | Walks alone | No cognitive | Nocturia | One tube | Anti- 65-79

but unstable | impairment, or drain | hypertensive
but reserved inserted years
and does not old
call nurses
when
necessary
3 | Needs Impaired Urinary Multiple | Sleeping pill | 80
assistance cognition and | frequency | tubes years
in transfer does not call and/or old and
nurses when drains over
necessary inserted

Example: Please read the following 18 scenarios and assess on a scale of 0-100% the
probability that the patient shown in each scenario will fall. Note that all cases are
male patients with no history of falls.
1) Mr. A is a patient who exhibits the following characteristics”.
(1) Urinates at night.
(2) Takes a sleeping pill.
(3) Under 65 years old.
(4) Needs assistance in transfer.
(5) Has no drain or tube inserted.
(6) Has no cognitive impairment, but reserved and does not call nurses when
necessary.

Note: * In the scenarios, patients’ characteristics are presented in a random order.
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Table 2. Sample items of the cognitive bias scale

Base-rate neglect

Hospital B has 1,000 patient falls each year. About 50 of these falls are due to vertigo,
and the remaining 950 are due to unstable gait. Ms. Yasuda is a randomly selected
patient at Hospital B. She is a 90-year-old woman admitted for treatment of heart
failure. Her face is pale, and when she stands up, she complains, “Sometimes my eyes
go completely black”. She sometimes wobbles. Which is more likely?

1. Ms. Yasuda falls because of vertigo. (Biased response)

2. M. Yasuda falls because of unstable gait. (Correct response)

Belief bias

We will now solve syllogisms. First, two premises are presented, following a
conclusion. You are to determine if the conclusion follows logically from the premises.
Assume that all of the premises are true. Now read the following syllogism and choose
1 if it is logically correct or 2 if it is incorrect.

Premise 1: Patients who can move on their own are prone to falls.

Premise 2: Ms. A cannot move by herself and is bedridden.

Conclusion: Therefore, her risk of falling is low.

1. Correct (Biased response)

2. Incorrect (Correct response)

Availability bias

Which do you think leads to more deaths? Please choose the one you think causes more
deaths.

1. Fall (Correct response)

2. Traffic accident (Biased response)
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Table 3. Characteristics of the participants
Variables Mean/Frequency Standard
deviation/Proportion
Age 34.06 10.97
Length of experience 10.52 9.45
Sex Male 35 9.86%
Female 298 88.96%
Missing 2 0.60%
Education Diploma 212 63.28%
Bachelor & Postgraduate 119 35.52%
Missing 4 1.19%
Clinical ~ Respiratory/Cardiovascular 28 8.36%

specialty”  wards
Convalescent 87 25.98%
rehabilitation/Community-
based Care wards

Orthopaedic /Neurology 30 8.96%
wards

Long-term/Palliative care 46 13.74%
wards

Gastrointestinal wards 45 13.44%
Others 93 27.77%
Missing 6 1.8%

Note: There are six missing values (1.8%) in age and eight missing values (2.4%) in the
length of experience.
#Nurses were categorised into six groups based on their main clinical specialty.
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Table 4. The results of a mixed-effect model
Fall risk b R"Sbé‘“ z P 95% CI
Constant 0.254 0.046 5.550 0.000 0.164 0.344
Sex (0: Female, 1: Male) -0.067 0.027 -2.510 0.012 -0.120 -0.015
Length of experience -0.001 0.001 -1.450 0.148 -0.003 0.000
Education (0: Diploma, 1: Degree) -0.047 0.017 -2.830 0.005 -0.079 -0.014
Clinical specialty (0: Gastrointestinal wards)
Respiratory/Cardiovascular 0.011 0.042 0.270 0.790 -0.072 0.094
Rehabilitation/Community-based care 0.093 0.034 2.730 0.006 0.026 0.159
Orthopaedic/Neurology -0.055 0.040 -1.380 0.169 -0.133 0.023
Long-term/Palliative care 0.031 0.039 0.780 0.432 -0.046 0.107
Others -0.002 0.032 -0.050 0.960 -0.064 0.061
Cognitive bias (0: Total score < 2, 1: Total score > 2)
Base-rate neglect 0.002 0.037 0.050 0.960 -0.071 0.075
Belief bias -0.006 0.016 -0.350 0.727 -0.038 0.027
Availability bias -0.029 0.015 -1.980 0.047 -0.058 0.000
Risks of falling (0: Risk level = 1, 1: Risk level > 2)
Mobility issues 0.157 0.013 11.760 0.000 0.131 0.183
Does not call nurse 0.216 0.016 13.550 0.000 0.184 0.247
Urinary issues 0.028 0.010 2.800 0.005 0.009 0.048
Tubes/drains 0.072 0.010 7.320 0.000 0.053 0.091
Medication use 0.053 0.009 5.740 0.000 0.035 0.072
Patient’s age 0.076 0.011 6.870 0.000 0.054 0.097
Mobility issues x Clinical specialty
Respiratory/Cardiovascular -0.008 0.020 -0.400 0.692 -0.047 0.031
Rehabilitation/Community-based care -0.042 0.016 -2.550 0.011 -0.074 -0.010
Orthopaedic/Neurology -0.002 0.022 -0.080 0.937 -0.045 0.041
Long-term/Palliative care -0.055 0.019 -2.930 0.003 -0.093 -0.018
Others -0.011 0.016 -0.690 0.493 -0.043 0.021
Not call nurse x Clinical specialty
Respiratory/Cardiovascular -0.002 0.026 -0.090 0.931 -0.053 0.048
Rehabilitation/Community-based care -0.026 0.021 -1.230 0.218 -0.066 0.015
Orthopaedic/Neurology 0.008 0.028 0.290 0.768 -0.046 0.063
Long-term/Palliative care -0.047 0.024 -1.980 0.048 -0.093 0.000
Others -0.011 0.019 -0.550 0.585 -0.049 0.027
Urinary issues x Clinical specialty
Respiratory/Cardiovascular 0.007 0.015 0.450 0.650 -0.023 0.036
Rehabilitation/Community-based care 0.004 0.013 0.290 0.774 -0.021 0.029
Orthopaedic/Neurology 0.025 0.018 1.420 0.155 -0.010 0.060
Long-term/Palliative care 0.024 0.015 1.620 0.104 -0.005 0.054
Others 0.010 0.013 0.830 0.407 -0.014 0.035
Tubes or drains x Clinical specialty
Respiratory/Cardiovascular -0.016 0.015 -1.060 0.291 -0.045 0.013
Rehabilitation/Community-based care -0.023 0.013 -1.870 0.062 -0.048 0.001
Orthopaedic/Neurology 0.028 0.018 1.560 0.118 -0.007 0.063
Long-term/Palliative care 0.000 0.014 0.010 0.991 -0.028 0.028
Others -0.007 0.012 -0.570 0.569 -0.031 0.017
Medication use x Clinical specialty
Respiratory/Cardiovascular 0.001 0.016 0.070 0.947 -0.030 0.032
Rehabilitation/Community-based Care -0.011 0.011 -1.030 0.305 -0.033 0.010
Orthopaedic/Neurology 0.015 0.017 0.910 0.362 -0.018 0.048
Long-term/Palliative care 0.011 0.015 0.740 0.458 -0.018 0.040
Others 0.002 0.011 0.160 0.871 -0.020 0.024
Age x Clinical specialty
Respiratory/Cardiovascular 0.003 0.018 0.190 0.852 -0.032 0.039
Rehabilitation/Community-based care -0.025 0.014 -1.820 0.069 -0.051 0.002
Orthopaedic/Neurology 0.018 0.018 1.000 0.319 -0.017 0.052
Long-term/Palliative care 0.014 0.017 0.830 0.404 -0.019 0.047
Others -0.002 0.013 -0.180 0.859 -0.029 0.024
Random-effects parameters Estimate Robust SE 95% CI
Variance (Random intercept) 0.015 0.001 0.013 0.018
Variance (Residual) 0.023 0.001 0.021 0.025
Variance explained by all predictors via fixed slopes 0.318
Variance explained by outcome cluster means via random intercept variation 0.272
Variance explained by the whole model 0.590
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Nurses' judgement of the risk of falling

Fall risk

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Scenario

Figure 1. The means and standard deviation of nurses’ judgement of the risk of falling in
each scenario


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.03.24318440

33

Variance explained by all predictors via

fixed slopes = 0.314

Cannot_call_Ns
p <0.001
Variance explained by the whole model

(including random slope) = 0.587

No

Yes Yes
Assisted_walk Antihypertensive
p < 0.001 Plo p <0.001 Ro
No Yes No Yes

Node 6 Node 7 Node 8 Node 10 Node 11 Node 15 Node 16 Node 17 Node 19 Node 20 Node 24 Node 25 Node 26 Node 28 Node 29
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Figure 2. Regression tree illustrating nurses’ judgement in the risk of falling

Note: The numeric values in the boxes indicate the mean probability of falling estimated by nurses, and ‘RSS’ indicates the residual sum of
squares. N indicates the number of observations (335x18=6030 observations in total). In this analysis, patient conditions (see Table 1) were
dummy-coded, with the risk level 1 variable serving as the reference category for each condition.
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Figure 3. Moderating effects between the risk factors and clinical specialty
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