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inEngland (body massindex >25 to “40kgm,
habitual UPF intake >50% kcal day "y were provided with two §-week ad

libitum diets followi ide: (1) minimally processed

outcome. MPF (%WC, -2.04 (95% confidence interval (Cl), -2.99,-1.13)
and UPF (%WC, ~1.05 (95% C1.-1.98,-0.13)) resulted inweight Joss, with
significantly greater ®WConMPF (A%WC, -1.01 (95% Cl,-1.87,~0,14),
P=0.024: Cohen'sd -0.48 (95% CI, -0.91, =0.06)). Mild gastrointestinal
adverse events were commononboth diets, Findings indicate

Breater weight loss on MPF than UPF diets and needing dietary
guidance on food Processing inaddition to existing recommendations,
Clinicaltrials.gnv registration: NCT05627570,
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Are UPFs simply ailmodern
convenience, or do they
contribute to poor health
outcomes?

To shed light on this question, a recent
study compared the effects of UPFs with
minimally processed foods (MPFs), both
designed to follow the UK's Eatwell
Guide.

i The results offer insights into how t
degree of food processing might in
8 weight, health markers, and even




What are UPFs?

Ultraprocessed foods (UPFs) were first
described in the NOVA classification
(Monteiro, 2009) dividing food into four
main categories: (1) unprocessed, (2)
minimally processed, (3) processed and
(4) ultraprocessed.

UPFs can be described as “industrial
formulations combining extracts of
original foods with additives and
industrial ingredients” (Monteiro, 2019).

Some examples of ultraprocessed products
Include frozen pizza, crisps, Ice cream, but
also bread with added fibre or soya milk -
generally considered nutritious products.



High intake of UPFs is
associated with increased risk
of developing many non-
commuhicable diseases

s

However, up until now very few randomised
clinical trials (RCTs) have examined the
health impact of food processing in the
context of dietary guidelines.

This means that we still don’t really
understand the difference in health
outcomes between following a diet that
meets the Eatwell Guide (EWCQ)
recommendation, but is rich iIn UPFs vs. a
diet that also meets the recommendations
but is primarily based on minimally
processed foods (MPFs).
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The new study/- how was it
designhed?

A recent study conducted by Dicken et al.
(2025) brought us closer to better
understanding these differences.

It compared UPF diet versus MPF diet
(both following the EWG) to better
understand their impact on health
outcomes - including body weight,
anthropometrics, body composition, 4
cardiometabolic and appetite-related
outcomes.

e 50 participants (mean age: 43.2
years, mean weight: 84.9kg, mean
BMI: 32.7 kg/m?, 90.9% female)

e Mean habitual UPF intake was

67.4% kcal/day E%
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The new study - how was it
designed?

Participants were provided with an
8-week MPF diet and an 8-week UPF diet,
both following EWG recommendations, in
a random order, with a 4-week washout
period.

The UPF diet included fortified breakfast
cereals, oat bars, ready meals - like ready—
made chicken wraps or plant-based it
alternatives, while the MPF diet contained
l.e. porridge, homemade salads or wraps.

Participants were allowed to consume
much food as they wanted (ad libitum o

consumption) within a 4 000 kecal/day limit.'
W«




The new study - what did|it
find? \

Both diets led to significant % weight
change (WC) (MPF, -2.06% vs UPF, -1.05%).
Within-participant differences in %WC were
significantly greater on the MPF versus UPF
diet (A%WC, -1.01%).

Fat mass, body fat percentage, visceral
fat rating and total body water mass were
significantly lower at 8 weeks from
baseline on the MPF but not UPF diet.

Improvements in Control of Eating
Questionnaire (CoEQ) and craving control
were significantly greater on the MPF

than UPF diet.
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What can we learn from it? /

Overall, the findings indicate that following
national dietary guidelines with an MPF-
based diet, rather than a UPF-based one,
may lead to more beneficial
improvements in body composition and
better cravings control.

This may be associated with:

e NuUtrient composition
e texture

e energy density
eating rate

However, it has some limitations to
consider when interpreting it...
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e Participants were living at home, <

!

which limits monitoring of adherence

e The study was not double blinded
(researches were not blinded for the
type of diet participants received).
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