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Abstract
Background  In this prospective study, we aimed to examine the association between ultra-processed foods 
and health-related quality of life (HRQoL) and to evaluate the effect of lifestyle and socioeconomic factors on this 
association.

Methods  This study included 1766 adults (aged 18 to 78, 54.3% women), who took part in the Tehran Lipid and 
Glucose study. The Short-Form 12-Item Health Survey version 2 was used to determine HRQoL, which includes 
the physical component summary (PCS) and mental component summary (MCS) scores. Ultra-processed food 
consumption was assessed using a validated semi-quantitative food frequency questionnaire. Lifestyle (physical 
activity and smoking status) and socioeconomic factors (education level and employment status) were also 
determined. General linear models (GLM) were applied to estimate the mean (95% confidence interval) for MCS and 
PCS scores across the ultra-processed foods tertiles. Additionally, the effect of lifestyle and socioeconomic factors on 
the relationship between ultra-processed foods and HRQoL was examined using GLM.

Results  The median consumption of ultra-processed foods was 11.9% (IQR: 8.2 to 16.8) of total energy intake. 
There was a significant inverse association between ultra-processed foods consumption and PCS, but not MCS, 
after adjustment for confounding factors. Significant interactions were observed between ultra-processed food 
consumption, sex, and occupation on PCS score (all P values < 0.001). The interaction test tended to be significant for 
smoking status, education levels, and physical activity levels. As ultra-processed food consumption increased, the PCS 
score significantly decreased in women (P = 0.043), low physical active subjects (P = 0.014), smokers (P = 0.015), and 
lower-educated individuals (P = 0.022). Non-employed individuals with higher ultra-processed food intake showed a 
decline in their PCS and MCS scores. While there was no significant difference in MCS score among different strata of 
lifestyle and socioeconomic status across tertiles of ultra-processed foods.
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Introduction
Ultra-processed foods products are heavily processed 
products, with little or no whole foodstuff. Given their 
high energy content, high sugar, high salt, and unhealthy 
fats, as well as their deficiency in fiber, proteins, and 
micronutrients, the majority of these foods are regarded 
as being of poorer nutritional quality [1, 2]. Globally, the 
consumption of ultra-processed foods products is rapidly 
rising and leads to obesity [3] and cardiovascular diseases 
[4]. Ultra-processed food consumption is also associ-
ated with other health aspects such as psychological 
and health-related quality of life (HRQoL), however, this 
aspect has been less studied. Consumption of these food 
products is associated with poor quality of life [5–9]. 
Most of these studies focus on adolescents, which limits 
their generalizability to adult populations. However, pro-
spective studies have shown that decreased adherence to 
healthy dietary patterns such as the Dutch Healthy Diet 
index, high fiber diet, and vegetarian diet was associated 
with worse physical and mental health [10, 11], a finding 
that was not observed in others [12–14].

Moreover, ultra-processed foods consumption and 
HRQoL are likely influenced by various factors such as 
lifestyle and socioeconomic conditions. Socioeconomic 
differences in ultra-processed foods consumption [15–
17] and HRQoL [18–20] have been reported in various 
countries. Additionally, unhealthy behaviors such as 
smoking and a sedentary lifestyle result in a significant 
decline in HRQoL over time [12, 21–23]. The observed 
association may be attributed to poor dietary choices, 
including increased consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
coffee, sweets, and ultra-processed foods [24–26]. Thus, 
socioeconomic status and unhealthy habits may affect 
both ultra-processed food consumption and HRQoL [10] 
and modify the association between quality of life and 
ultra-processed food consumption. However, few studies 
investigated these modifying effects. To our knowledge, 
only one study has examined the combined effects of 
smoking and ultra-processed foods on chronic diseases 
[27].

Therefore, undertaking the Tehran Lipid and Glucose 
Study (TLGS), a population-based cohort study, our 
objectives were to (1) assess the association between 
ultra-processed foods consumption, HRQoL, socioeco-
nomic and behavior habits (smoking status and physical 
activity levels) and (2) determine if behavior habits and 
socioeconomic factors might modify the association 
between ultra-processed foods and HRQoL.

Materials and methods
Study design and participants
This prospective study is designed within the TLGS 
framework; a longitudinal population-based cohort study 
began in 1999 to investigate the risk factors for non-
communicable diseases and promote a healthy lifestyle 
in Tehran’s urban population. Follow-up visits accrue 
at approximately 3-year intervals. The study’s examina-
tion cycles after the baseline examination (1999–2002) 
were: Phase 2 (2002–2005), Phase 3 (2005–2008), Phase 4 
(2009–2011), Phase 5 (2012–2015), Phase 6 (2015–2018) 
and Phase 7 (2019–2021). Details of the study design and 
methodology have previously been published elsewhere 
[28].

In the current study, Phase 3 was considered as the 
baseline, which included 12,519 participants aged ≥ 3 
years. Due to the cost, time-consuming, and complexity 
of gathering dietary data in large populations, a represen-
tative sample of 4920 participants was randomly selected 
to gather dietary information. Out of these, 3568 subjects 
completed the Food Frequency Questionnaire (FFQ). 196 
subjects were excluded due to energy intake ≤ 800 kcal or 
≥ 4200  kcal (n = 196) [29]. Subsequently, the remaining 
subjects (n = 3372) were followed up to Phase 7. Subjects 
aged ≤ 18 years (n = 194) and those lacking data regarding 
HRQoL (n = 1412) were excluded. Ultimately, this analy-
sis included 1766 subjects.

This study was conducted according to the guidelines 
laid down in the Declaration of Helsinki, and all proce-
dures involving human subjects/patients were approved 
by the Institutional Review Board of the Research Insti-
tute for Endocrine Sciences (RIES), Shahid Beheshti Uni-
versity of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran (IR.SBMU.MSP.
REC.1401.462). Written informed consent was obtained 
from all subjects/patients.

Dietary assessment
During face-to-face interviews with expert dietitians, the 
valid and reliable semi-quantitative FFQ was used to esti-
mate dietary intake. The frequency of consuming each 
food item was recorded based on portion size over the 
past year. After that, the portion sizes were converted to 
grams. The Iranian Food Composition Table (FCT) was 
utilized to ascertain the amounts of macronutrient and 
micronutrient consumption [30].

In the current study, UPF is defined based on the 
NOVA food group classification system, which cat-
egorizes foods according to the extent and purpose of 
food processing [2]. UPF included hydrogenated fat, 
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mayonnaise, margarine, potato chips, Puffs, hamburger, 
sausage, pizza, sugar-sweetened beverages, biscuits, 
cakes, candies, chocolates, ice cream, cocoa milk, crack-
ers, Iranian confectionery (gaz, Sohan, halvah), and pas-
tries (non-crème and creamy).

Of the 1766 participants at baseline, 683 completed 
all four FFQs, 222 completed three, 578 completed two, 
and 283 declined to complete the FFQ during the follow-
up period. Missing values were imputed using the last 
observation carried forward method [31]. Regarding the 
crucial effect of recent dietary intakes on chronic disease 
events, dietary variable consumption was estimated using 
an alternative approach proposed by Hu et aln [31]. This 
approach is considered more important than the baseline 
measures, adds more weight to the recent diet, decreases 
within-subject variability, and assesses long-term diet.

Intake of dietary variables, collected using the FFQ, 
reported a valid estimate against multiple 24 recalls and 
between two FFQs [32, 33]. Moreover, the reliability, 
validity, and stability of the dietary patterns were rea-
sonable based on the data collected from the FFQ over 8 
years [34].

Clinical and laboratory measurements
As the TLGS design, a standard questionnaire, including 
demographic information, age, education level, employee 
status, physical activity, smoking status, marital status, 
and a family history of type 2 diabetes was used and com-
pleted by a skilled interviewer. Subjects with a university 
degree were categorized into higher-educated individu-
als, while those with a degree lower than a diploma were 
classified into lower-educated individuals. Additionally, 
participants were divided into two groups based on eco-
nomic status: (1) employed with income and (2) unem-
ployed without income.

Weight was measured using a digital scale (Seca 707: 
range 0/0 –150/0 kg) with a sensitivity of 0.1 kg. Partici-
pants wore light clothing and no shoes. Height was mea-
sured using a tape meter while standing without shoes. 
BMI (kg/m2) was calculated by dividing weight by the 
square of height. Physical activity was evaluated using 
the Modifiable Activity Questionnaire (MAQ), which 
recorded the frequency and duration of physical activ-
ity over the past year [35]. Physical activity levels were 
reported as metabolic-equivalent (MET) minutes per 
week (MET-min/week) [36]. This value was used to cat-
egorize participants based on activities as low (< 3 MET 
hour-week) or medium/high (≥ 3 MET hour-week) PAL 
[37]. The reliability and convergent validity of the Persian 
version of the MAQ have been previously reported [38].

Health-related quality of life
The HRQoL was evaluated using a reliable and vali-
dated Persian version of the short-form 12-item health 

survey version 2 (SF-12v2) [39]. This survey consists of 
two dimensions: physical and mental, each comprising 
four subscales. The physical subscales encompass physi-
cal functioning, role physical, bodily pain, and general 
health, while the mental subscales include vitality, social 
functioning, role emotional, and mental health. Each 
subscale score in the SF-12v2 ranges from 0 (indicat-
ing the poorest health condition) to 100 (indicating the 
best health condition). Additionally, the survey gener-
ates two summary scores: the physical component sum-
mary (PCS) and the mental component summary (MCS), 
which provide weighted summaries of each respective 
domain.

Statistical analysis
Ultra-processed foods consumption was adjusted for 
energy by the residual method [40] and was modeled as 
tertiles. The normality of the distribution of variables was 
assessed by the Histogram and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test. Characteristics of participants were expressed as 
mean ± standard error (SE) for continuous variables and 
percentages for categorical variables. General linear 
models were used to estimate the mean (95% confidence 
interval) for MCS and PCS scores and their components 
across the tertiles of ultra-processed foods. Two mod-
els were fit. The first model was adjusted for age, sex, 
BMI, and energy intake. The second model additionally 
adjusted for smoking status, physical activity levels, mari-
tal status, and education level.

Ultra-processed foods consumption had significant 
interactions with sex, and occupation on PCS scores in 
the multivariable model (all P values < 0.001); although 
the interaction test tended to be significant for smoking 
status, education levels, and physical activity levels (P 
interaction for smoking status = 0.071; P interaction for 
education levels = 0.063; P interaction for physical activity 
levels = 0.059). Therefore, we evaluated the effect of life-
style factors and socioeconomic status on the association 
between ultra-processed foods and PCS scores. All statis-
tical analyses were performed in SPSS version 15.0 (SPSS 
Inc., Chicago, IL, USA), and P-values less than 0.05 were 
considered statistically significant.

Results
Of the 1766 individuals, the majority were women (54.3%, 
n = 959), had low physical active levels (44.6%, n = 788), 
were smokers (86.3%, n = 1524), had lower levels of edu-
cation (1461, n = 82.7), and were not employed (55.5%, 
n = 980). The mean (SD) age and BMI were 39.4 years 
(13.3) and 26.7 (4.6), respectively. The median ultra-pro-
cessed foods were 11.9% (IQR: 8.2 to 16.8) of total energy 
intake. The most common UPFs were hydrogenated veg-
etable oil (24.9%), biscuits (9.8%), cakes (9.3%), ice creams 
(9.0%), potato chips (8.3%), and mayonnaise (3.6%). 
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Table  1 shows the baseline characteristics and dietary 
intakes of subjects according to the tertiles of ultra-
processed foods. Subjects who consumed higher ultra-
processed foods were mostly women, younger, smokers, 
unmarried, and had lower BMI. They also consumed 
more energy, fat, saturated fatty acids, mono-unsaturated 
fatty acids, polyunsaturated fatty acids, cholesterol, meat 
and processed meat, poultry and fish, and refined grains. 
Conversely, the consumption of carbohydrates, proteins, 
fiber, vegetables, fruits, whole grains, and dairy products 
decreased across the ultra-processed foods tertiles.

The association between ultra-processed foods con-
sumption and HRQoL scores is shown in Table  2. In 
terms of the physical component, physical functioning, 
role physical, and PCS all significantly decreased from 
87.2, 81.2, and 48.6 in the first tertile of ultra-processed 
foods to 82.5, 78.2, and 47.7 in the tired tertile in model 
1, respectively. These associations remained signifi-
cant after further adjustment for confounding factors in 
model 2. Additionally, for the mental components, there 

were no significant associations observed for MCS and 
its subscale, except for social functioning, across ultra-
processed foods consumption tertiles in both models 1 
and 2.

Multivariate adjusted mean (95% CI) for mental and 
physical components score and ultra-processed foods 
consumption by sex and different lifestyle strata is 
shown in Table 3. Men had higher scores for both physi-
cal and mental QoL than women. Smokers had higher 
PCS scores compared with non-smokers. Medium/high 
active individuals had higher PCS scores and its subscales 
including role physical, and general health, compared to 
low physical active subjects. There was no significant dif-
ference in MCS and its subscales scores between various 
groups of smoking status and levels of physical activity. 
Additionally, ultra-processed foods consumption was 
higher among men, smokers, and low-active subjects.

Table 4 shows the mean (95% CI) for mental and physi-
cal components score as well as ultra-processed foods 
consumption across different socioeconomic groups. 

Table 1  Baseline characteristics of participants across tertiles of ultra-processed food
Ultra-processed food
T1 T2 T3 P value

Range of intake (% of total energy) ≤ 9.0 9.1–15.3 ≥ 15.4
Median intake (% of total energy) 9.6 12.1 17.8
Age (y) 43.6 ± 0.5 39.4 ± 0.5 35.3 ± 0.5 < 0.001
Female 367 (62.3) 310 (52.6) 282 (48.0) < 0.001
Physical activity (MET hr.-week) 13.6 ± 0.8 13.0 ± 0.8 14.2 ± 0.8 0.593
Smoker 27 (4.6) 55 (9.7) 59 (10.5) 0.001
lower-educated individuals 92 (15.6) 96 (16.3) 117 (19.9) 0.113
Marital status, Married 484 (82.2) 439 (74.5) 399 (67.9) < 0.001
Family history of diabetes, yes 103 (22.1) 84 (18.0) 88 (20.6) 0.548
BMI (kg/m2) 27.5 ± 0.2 26.5 ± 0.2 26.1 ± 0.2 < 0.001
Dietary variables
Total energy (kcal/d) 2260 ± 27 2307 ± 27 2437 ± 27 < 0.001
Carbohydrate (% of total energy) 59.4 ± 0.2 58.2 ± 0.2 57.7 ± 0.2 < 0.001
Protein (% of total energy) 14.8 ± 0.1 14.2 ± 0.1 13.8 ± 0.1 < 0.001
Fat (% of total energy) 28.8 ± 0.2 30.4 ± 0.2 31.1 ± 0.2 < 0.001
SFA (% of total energy) 9.5 ± 0.1 9.9 ± 0.1 10.2 ± 0.1 < 0.001
MUFA (% of total energy) 9.7 ± 0.1 10.3 ± 0.1 10.5 ± 0.1 < 0.001
PUFA (% of total energy) 5.8 ± 0.1 6.2 ± 0.1 6.3 ± 0.1 < 0.001
Total fiber (g/d) 35.1 ± 0.7 31.9 ± 0.7 31.0 ± 0.7 < 0.001
Cholesterol (g/d) 200 ± 5 222 ± 5 247 ± 5 < 0.001
Vegetables (g/d) 319 ± 7 290 ± 7 266 ± 7 < 0.001
Fruit (g/d) 413 ± 10 357 ± 10 324 ± 10 < 0.001
Meat, and processed meat (g/d) 25.6 ± 1.3 28.6 ± 1.3 33.3 ± 1.3 < 0.001
Poultry and fish (g/d) 38.3 ± 1.2 38.6 ± 1.2 43.1 ± 1.2 0.012
Whole grain (g/d) 148 ± 4 125 ± 4 111 ± 4 < 0.001
Refined grain (g/day) 308 ± 6 314 ± 6 312 ± 6 0.742
Nuts (g/d) 7.5 ± 0.5 8.3 ± 0.5 8.9 ± 0.5 0.111
Legumes (g/d) 29.5 ± 1.2 30.2 ± 1.2 31.9 ± 1.2 0.315
Dairy products (g/d) 392 ± 8 363 ± 8 362 ± 8 0.020
MET, metabolic equivalent; BMI, body mass index; SFA, saturated fatty acids; MUFA, monounsaturated fatty acids; PUFA, polyunsaturated fatty acids. Values are 
mean ± SEM and number (%);Dietary variables were adjusted for energy intakes
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Table 2  Multivariate adjusted mean (95% CI) for mental and physical components score and its component across tertiles of ultra-
processed food products

Model 1 Model 2
T1 T2 T3 P T1 T2 T3 P

Physical 
functioning

87.2 (85.3 to 
89.1)

81.0 (79.1 to 
82.9)

82.5 (80.6 to 
84.4)

< 0.001 87.1 (85.1 to 
89.0)

81.0 (79.1 to 
82.9)

82.1 (80.1 to 
84.0)

< 0.001

Role 
physical

81.2 (79.3 to 
83.0)

77.2 (75.4 to 
79.0)

78.2 (76.4 to 
80.1)

0.008 81.1 (79.3 to 
82.9)

77.1 (75.2 to 
78.9)

78.1 (76.2 to 
80.0)

0.008

Bodily pain 79.4 (77.4 to 81.3) 77.3 (75.4 to 79.2) 77.7 (75.7 to 79.6) 0.300 79.1 (77.2 to 81.1) 77.4 (75.5 to 79.4) 77.6 (75.7 to 
79.6)

0.427

General 
Health

48.1 (46.3 to 49.8) 46.6 (44.9 to 48.3) 46.9 (45.1 to 48.7) 0.484 47.7 (45.9 to 49.4) 46.6 (44.8 to 48.3) 46.5 (44.7 to 
48.2)

0.574

PCS 48.6 (48.0 to 
49.3)

47.3 (46.6 to 
47.9)

47.7 (47.1 to 
48.4)

0.013 48.5 (47.9 to 
49.2)

47.3 (46.6 to 
47.9)

47.6 (47.0 to 
48.3)

0.023

Vitality 66.0 (63.9 to 68.1) 62.9 (60.9 to 64.9) 63.8 (61.7 to 65.8) 0.095 65.9 (63.8 to 68.0) 62.8 (60.8 to 64.9) 63.4 (61.3 to 
65.5)

0.094

Social 
functioning

83.9 (81.8 to 
86.0)

79.4 (77.4 to 
81.5)

82.5 (80.4 to 
84.5)

0.008 84.0 (81.9 to 
86.1)

79.6 (77.5 to 
81.7)

82.0 (79.9 to 
84.1)

0.014

Mental 
health

72.2 (70.4 to 74.0) 69.5 (67.7 to 71.2) 69.7 (67.9 to 71.5) 0.063 72.2 (70.4 to 73.9) 69.5 (67.7 to 71.3) 69.4 (67.6 to 
71.2)

0.057

Role 
emotional

78.2 (76.4 to 80.1) 75.8 (73.9 to 77.6) 75.4 (73.5 to 77.2) 0.072 78.2 (76.3 to 80.0) 75.9 (74.1 to 77.7) 75.2 (73.3 to 
77.1)

0.071

MCS 49.6 (48.8 to 50.5) 48.5 (47.6 to 49.3) 48.7 (47.8 to 49.5) 0.143 49.6 (48.8 to 50.5) 48.5 (47.6 to 49.4) 48.5 (47.6 to 
49.4)

0.130

Model 1 was adjusted for age, sex, BMI, and energy intake. Model 2 was further adjusted for smoking status, physical activity levels, marital status, education level. 
PCS, physical component summary; MCS, mental component summary

Table 3  Multivariate adjusted mean (95% CI) for mental and physical components scores according to sex and different lifestyle strata
Men Women P 

value
Smokers Non-smokers P 

value
Low physical 
activity

Medium/high 
physical activity

P 
value

Physical 
functioning

88.5 (86.6 to 90.4) 79.3 (77.6 to 81.0) < 0.001 83.8 (79.2 
to 88.5)

84.2 (82.6 to 
85.7)

0.903 81.6 (78.5 to 84.6) 84.9 (83.2 to 86.5) 0.061

Role 
physical

84.7 (83.0 to 86.5) 73.8 (72.2 to 75.4) < 0.001 79.4 (75.0 
to 83.8)

79.3 (77.9 to 
80.8)

0.971 76.3 (73.5 to 79.2) 80.2 (78.7 to 81.7) 0.020

Bodily pain 83.5 (81.6 to 85.4) 73.5 (71.8 to 75.2) < 0.001 77.6 (73.1 
to 82.2)

79.6 (78.1 to 
81.1)

0.435 77.4 (74.4 to 80.4) 80.0 (78.4 to 81.6) 0.134

General 
Health

50.1 (48.4 to 51.8) 44.7 (43.1 to 46.2) < 0.001 45.8 (41.5 
to 50.0)

49.0 (47.6 to 
50.3)

0.166 46.2 (43.5 to 49.0) 49.4 (47.9 to 50.8) 0.051

PCS 49.6 (49.0 to 50.2) 46.4 (45.8 to 47.0) < 0.001 48.1 (46.6 
to 49.7)

47.2 (47.7 to 
48.7)

0.049 47.1 (46.1 to 48.1) 48.5 (48.0 to 49.0) 0.019

Vitality 67.3 (65.3 to 69.3) 61.5 (59.7 to 63.4) < 0.001 62.3 (57.4 
to 67.2)

65.9 (64.4 to 
67.5)

0.167 64.5 (61.3 to 67.7) 65.9 (64.2 to 67.6) 0.461

Social 
functioning

85.4 (83.3 to 87.4) 79.0 (77.1 to 80.8) < 0.001 79.7 (74.7 
to 84.7)

83.0 (81.3 to 
84.6)

0.231 81.8 (78.6 to 85.1) 82.9 (81.1 to 84.6) 0.587

Mental 
health

74.8 (73.0 to 76.5) 66.8 (65.2 to 68.4) < 0.001 67.7 (63.4 
to 71.9)

72.0 (70.6 to 
73.4)

0.062 70.2 (67.4 to 72.9) 72.0 (70.5 to 73.4) 0.260

Role 
emotional

80.4 (78.6 to 82.2) 73.1 (71.4 to 74.7) < 0.001 75.5 (71.1 
to 80.0)

77.2 (75.8 to 
78.7)

0.479 76.1 (73.2 to 79.0) 77.3 (75.8 to 78.9) 0.461

MCS 50.5 (49.6 to 51.3) 47.6 (46.8 to 48.3) < 0.001 47.6 (45.6 
to 49.7)

49.6 (48.9 to 
50.2)

0.087 49.1 (47.8 to 50.5) 49.5 (48.7 to 50.2) 0.658

Ultra-
processed 
foods

10.4 (10.0 to 10.8) 10.0 (9.6 to 10.4) 0.197 11.4 (10.7 
to 12.2)

10.0 (9.7 to 
10.3)

< 0.001 10.4 (9.7 to 11.2) 9.1 (9.7 to 10.5) 0.040

Data was adjusted for age, sex, BMI, energy intake, smoking status, physical activity levels, marital status, education level. PCS, physical component summary; MCS, 
mental component summary
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Subjects with higher education exhibited significantly 
higher PCS scores compared to those with lower edu-
cation, with no significant difference in terms of men-
tal QoL. Employed subjects showed significantly higher 
scores for both physical and mental QoL compared to 
non-employed individuals. Ultra-processed food con-
sumption was higher among those with lower education 
and non-employed participants.

Figure  1 shows the adjusted mean (95% CI) for PCS 
and MCS in relation to ultra-processed food consump-
tion across different categories of sex, lifestyle factors, 
and socioeconomic status. Significant interactions were 
observed between ultra-processed foods consumption 
and sex, occupation on PCS score (all P value < 0.001); 
the interaction test tended to be significant for smoking 
status, education levels, and physical activity levels (P 
interaction for smoking status = 0.071; P interaction for 
education levels = 0.063; P interaction for physical activ-
ity levels = 0.059). As ultra-processed foods consump-
tion increased, the PCS score significantly decreased in 
women, but not in men. There were no significant dif-
ferences in MCS scores across ultra-processed food 
intake tertiles for both men and women. Among physi-
cally inactive subjects, higher ultra-processed food intake 
decreased the PCS score, while this association was not 
observed among physically active subjects. Ultra-pro-
cessed foods consumption did not show an association 
with MCS score after adjustments for confounding fac-
tors, in both active and non-active subjects. Furthermore, 
a higher intake of ultra-processed foods was associated 
with a lower PCS score among smokers, but not among 
non-smokers. This association was not observed for 
MCS in different states of smoking status. Subjects with 
a lower-educated group showed a significant decrease 
in PCS score with increased ultra-processed foods con-
sumption. There was no difference in the MCS score 
among the lower-educated group and in MCS and PCS 
scores among the higher-educated group across ultra-
processed foods tertiles. Non-employed individuals with 
higher ultra-processed foods intake showed a decline in 

their PCS and MCS scores, while there was no significant 
difference in MCS and PCS scores among employed indi-
viduals across tertiles of ultra-processed foods.

Discussion
The current study showed a higher ultra-processed food 
consumption was associated with worse physical, but 
not mental HRQoL after controlling for potential con-
founding factors. Furthermore, a high socio-economic 
status, encompassing high education and employ-
ment, was linked to enhancing physical, but not mental 
HRQoL. In terms of lifestyle, it was observed that being a 
smoker and being physically active were associated with 
improved physical health. Moreover, we found that the 
association between ultra-processed foods and physi-
cal health was modified by lifestyle and socioeconomic 
factors. The inverse associations were more pronounced 
among women, individuals with low socioeconomic sta-
tus, smokers, and those with low physical activity lev-
els. However, ultra-processed food consumption did not 
show an association with MCS score after adjustments 
for confounding factors in different strata of socioeco-
nomic and lifestyle factors, except among employment 
subjects.

In the current study, as ultra-processed food con-
sumption increased, PCS decreased, but MCS remained 
unchanged. A tendency for lower quality of life was 
found with increased ultra-processed food consumption 
among adolescents [8] and those with coeliac diseases 
[9]. Furthermore, a nutritional intervention that led to 
less consumption of ultra-processed foods consumption 
resulted in improved HRQoL among overweight/obese 
adolescents [5–7]. However, in later studies, a signifi-
cant reduction in emotional scores following nutritional 
intervention was observed [5, 7]. Most of these studies 
are focused on adolescents, making them less generaliz-
able to adult populations. To the best of our knowledge, 
no study has investigated the relationship between 
ultra-processed food consumption and quality of life 
in a population-based prospective study. However, our 

Table 4  Multivariate adjusted mean (95% CI) for mental and physical components scores according to different socioeconomic strata
Lower-educated individuals Higher-educated individuals P value Non-employed Employed P value

Physical functioning 83.8 (82.2 to 85.4) 85.6 (82.2 to 89.0) 0.352 83.5 (81.4 to 85.6) 84.9 (82.5 to 87.4) 0.428
Role physical 79.0 (77.5 to 80.4) 81.1 (77.9 to 84.3) 0.234 78.5 (76.5 to 80.5) 80.4 (78.1 to 82.8) 0.265
Bodily pain 78.9 (77.3 to 80.4) 81.7 (78.4 to 85.1) 0.127 78.6 (76.5 to 80.7) 80.4 (78.0 to 82.9) 0.305
General Health 47.6 (46.1 to 49.0) 53.6 (50.5 to 56.6) 0.001 47.9 (45.9 to 49.8) 49.7 (47.4 to 51.9) 0.293
PCS 47.9 (47.4 to 48.5) 49.2 (48.1 to 50.4) 0.040 47.3 (47.0 to 48.6) 48.5 (47.7 to 49.3) 0.041
Vitality 65.2 (63.5 to 66.9) 67.2 (63.7 to 70.8) 0.311 63.1 (60.9 to 65.4) 68.7 (66.1 to 71.3) 0.004
Social functioning 82.7 (81.0 to 84.3) 82.5 (78.9 to 86.1) 0.950 81.2 (79.0 to 83.5) 84.4 (81.8 to 87.1) 0.105
Mental health 71.4 (70.0 to 72.9) 72.2 (69.1 to 75.3) 0.656 71.0 (69.1 to 72.9) 72.3 (70.0 to 74.5) 0.454
Role emotional 76.6 (75.1 to 78.1) 78.9 (75.7 to 82.1) 0.216 75.9 (73.8 to 77.9) 78.6 (76.2 to 80.9) 0.117
MCS 49.3 (48.6 to 50.0) 49.7 (48.2 to 51.2) 0.633 48.8 (47.8 to 49.7) 50.2 (49.1 to 51.3) 0.084
Ultra-processed foods 10.9 (10.3 to 11.6) 10.0 (9.7 to 10.3) 0.011 10.6 (10.2 to 11.0) 9.9 (9.5 to 10.2) 0.012
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findings align with those of the Iowa Women’s Health 
Study, the Nurses’ Health Study [14], and AusDiab [12, 
41], which found no statistically significant associations 
between MCS score and dietary fiber [41, 42], plant-
based diet quality [14], dietary guideline index [12], the 

Mediterranean-DASH Intervention for Neurodegen-
erative Delay (MIND) [12], and dietary inflammatory 
index [12]. Nevertheless, some prospective studies have 
shown a positive change in MCS with the consumption 
of healthy diets and this association is more pronounced 

Fig. 1  Multivariable mean (95% confidence interval) of the association between ultra-processed foods, physical component summary (PCS), and mental 
component summary (MCS) scores, stratified by sex, lifestyle, and socioeconomic status. Data were adjusted for age, sex, BMI, and energy intake, smoking 
status, physical activity levels, marital status, education level
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among women, particularly younger women [14], com-
pared with men [12]. Furthermore, consistent with our 
findings, decreased adherence to healthy dietary patterns 
such as the Dutch Healthy Diet index, high fiber diet, 
and vegetarian diet was associated with worse physical 
health [10, 11]. This finding was not observed in other 
studies [12, 13]. It should be noted that cross-sectional 
studies reported the most positive association between a 
healthy diet and improvements in both mental and physi-
cal health [8, 10, 13], however, prospective studies with 
short follow-up periods (less than 5-year period) showed 
conflicting results [14, 41] and those with over 12-year 
follow-ups did not observe this association [12, 42].

The current study did not find any association between 
UPF and MCS. In contrast to our findings, a recent 
meta-analysis of five observational studies revealed that 
HRQOL was significantly worse in individuals with high 
adherence to unhealthy dietary patterns or a Western 
dietary pattern [43]. Furthermore, the consumption of 
fast food, sweets, carbonated beverages, and salty snacks 
was linked to a lower quality of life in children and ado-
lescents in another meta-analysis [44]. It is important 
to note that significant heterogeneities were observed 
in earlier research included in these meta-analyses. 
Evidence from prospective and cross-sectional stud-
ies in Europe has shown a harmful association between 
unhealthy dietary patterns and MCS [45–47]. The 4-year 
Follow-up SUN Project study in Spain demonstrated a 
significant inverse dose-response association between 
adherence to the Western dietary pattern - character-
ized by high consumption of fast food, red and processed 
meats, high-fat dairy products, processed foods, refined 
grains, eggs, commercial bakery goods, and sauces- 
and MCS score and its subscales such as vitality, social 
functioning, role emotional, and mental health [45]. In 
another population-based 12-year longitudinal study 
involving Australian adults aged 60 years and older, 
higher intakes of red meat protein (but not processed 
animal protein, and other animal protein), were associ-
ated with detrimental changes in MCS. Specifically, for 
every additional 10  g of red meat protein consumed, 
there was a 0.4-point deterioration in MCS scores [47]. 
In a cross-sectional study involving a sample of Italian 
participants enrolled in the Moli-sani Project, MCS and 
its subscales were inversely related to eggs and sweets 
dietary pattern (β= −0.33; P for trend < 0.0001), while no 
significant association was observed with the meat and 
pasta pattern (β = 0.005; P for trend = 0.16) [46]. However, 
in two randomized control trials, the consumption of a 
high-protein diet including 160  g/d lean red meat did 
not affect MCS during the intervention [48–50]. Most 
of the studies mentioned were conducted in Europe, 
where dietary habits and quality of life differ from those 
in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region. 

The consumption of ultra-processed foods in these stud-
ies, which observed the association between the Western 
dietary pattern and MCS [45–47], was notably higher 
compared to that in our study. In these studies, ultra-pro-
cessed food consumption varied from 17% of total energy 
intake in the Moli-sani Study involving the Italian popu-
lation [51] to 42% in the Australian Health Survey [52], 
which exceeded the median intake in our study (11.9%).

Socioeconomic status influences the dietary choices 
[53, 54]. There are reported differences in consumption 
of ultra-processed foods based on socio-economic sta-
tus, with higher consumption among those with high 
socioeconomic status in both developed and developing 
countries [15, 55–57]. However, some studies, such as the 
UK National Diet and Nutrition Survey and NHANES, 
showed no differences in ultra-processed foods intake 
across different socioeconomic categories [16, 17, 58], 
and even, data from the 2008–2016 UK NDNS indicated 
lower ultra-processed foods consumption in higher social 
class groups [17], possibly due to the greater affordability 
of these foods in more developed countries [54]. Addi-
tionally, the concomitance of healthy and unhealthy eat-
ing habits was reported among the most favored social 
segments [55, 56]. In the current study, ultra-processed 
food consumption was found to be higher among lower-
educated individuals and non-employed populations, 
which is consistent with some studies [4], but not all [59]. 
Socioeconomic conditions can also affect quality of life, 
although there are health disparities related to socioeco-
nomic factors across different countries. In joint Canada/
United States Survey of Health conducted in 2002–2003 
found that income was associated with HRQoL in older 
adults in the United States, but not in Canada, after 
adjustment for confounders [18, 19]. Similarly, in Ger-
many and Sweden, both physical and mental HRQOL are 
influenced by income and educational levels [12, 60], but 
this association was negligible in the Netherlands [20]. 
Patients with chronic renal failure who are unemployed, 
have low educational levels and have poor QOL [61]. In 
the current study, we found that level of education, but 
not occupation status, is positively associated with PCS. 
Occupation status modified the association between 
ultra-processed foods and both physical and mental 
HQL, and this association was found only among non-
employed subjects. It could be possible that both diet 
and HRQoL are linked to socioeconomic status, which 
may impact access to food and health care [10]. Further-
more, education levels modified the association between 
ultra-processed foods and physical HRQoL, and this 
association was significant only among lower-educated 
individuals.

Smoking resulted in a significant decrease in PCS over 
time [21, 22], and a dose-response relationship was found 
between the amount of smoking and impaired HRQoL 
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[62, 63]. Conversely, quitting smoking was inversely asso-
ciated with physical health distress [22], and this finding 
can be extrapolated to different socioeconomic and cul-
tural groups [62]. Muscle weakness caused by substances 
inhaled in cigarettes may decrease the quality of life [22]. 
However, the relationship between smoking status and 
low mental health is debated [21, 63]. A better mental 
quality of life was observed among smokers [63], how-
ever in another study, continuing smokers for 8 years led 
to improvements in MCS [21]. The observed association 
between smoking and low physical health and, in some 
studies, mental health may be due to poor nutritional 
quality. Smoking was linked to higher consumption of 
alcoholic beverages, coffee, sweets, and ultra-processed 
foods. [24–26]. As mentioned earlier, there is a positive 
relationship between ultra-processed food consumption 
and poor quality of life. However, to our knowledge, no 
study has examined the effect of smoking on the relation-
ship between ultra-processed foods and quality of life. A 
previous study reported a combined effect of smoking 
and ultra-processed foods on colorectal adenomas [27], 
consistent with the findings of this study.

HRQoL’s benefit of physical activity is well documented 
[64]. Sedentary lifestyle habits were positively associ-
ated with higher consumption of ultra-processed foods 
[59, 65], and poor mental and physical QoL [12, 23, 66] 
but results have been inconclusive [13]. In the current 
study we found that although there is no difference in 
ultra-processed foods consumption between active and 
inactive subjects, the physical well-being declined as 
ultra-processed foods consumption increased among 
inactive subjects.

Our findings have shown that the consumption of 
ultra-processed foods reduces PCS in the total popula-
tion, as well as among individuals with low physical activ-
ity, smokers, and those with low socioeconomic status. 
Unhealthy dietary fats have been identified as risk factors 
for muscle loss and physical disability [67, 68]. Dietary 
fats serve as a major energy source for muscles, and a 
strong association has been observed between dietary 
fat intake and sarcolemma (muscle membrane), high-
lighting the impact of dietary fat on muscle composition 
[67]. Ultra-processed foods such as hydrogenated vege-
table oil, mayonnaise, margarine, fried foods, and baked 
goods are major sources of saturated fatty acids, Trans 
fatty acids, and cholesterol. These unhealthy dietary fats 
have been linked to muscle loss through the induction 
of insulin resistance and low-grade inflammation (cir-
culating cytokines). Muscle mass loss is associated with 
functional impairments, physical disability, frailty, frac-
tures, and a diminished quality of life [67, 68]. However, 
in our current study, the consumption of ultra-processed 
foods was not associated with PCS among individuals 
with healthy lifestyles and high socioeconomic status, 

suggesting that these factors may mitigate the adverse 
effects of ultra-processed foods on disability by prevent-
ing insulin resistance and inflammation. Nevertheless, 
additional research is necessary to confirm the findings. 
Moreover, an unhealthy diet can lead to obesity and other 
chronic diseases, such as diabetes, which can also have 
a detrimental impact on mental health in the long term 
[69]. Further investigations are warranted to elucidate the 
potential association between diet and both physical and 
mental well-being.

This study has several strengths. It is the first investi-
gation to assess the combined effect of ultra-processed 
foods, lifestyle, and socioeconomic factors on HRQoL. 
Dietary intake was evaluated using a valid and reliable 
FFQ, a gold standard tool in assessing habitual dietary 
intake. Additionally, we used the alternative approach for 
assessing dietary intake, aiming to reduce within-subject 
variability and evaluate the long-term diet more con-
cisely. Furthermore, by conducting this study in the Mid-
dle East and North Africa region with different dietary 
habits and HRQoL compared to Western and Eastern 
countries, we can expand our knowledge about this asso-
ciation. However, the generalizability of our findings to 
other populations needs to be done with caution due to 
differences in the association between ultra-processed 
food consumption and HRQoL across different lifestyles 
and socioeconomic statuses. Another limitation is the 
potential presence of residual or unmeasured confound-
ers. Furthermore, as our study is observational, we are 
unable to establish causality. Additionally, the present 
findings were based on a 3-year follow-up period; pro-
spective studies with a longer follow-up duration are 
needed to substantiate our conclusions. Finally, our study 
has limited data on other lifestyle factors (such as alcohol 
consumption) and socioeconomic factors (like disposable 
income). Further, longitudinal studies are essential to 
elucidate the effect of these lifestyle and socioeconomic 
factors on the association between dietary variables and 
HRQOL.

Conclusions
Consuming unhealthy foods such as ultra-processed 
foods reduced physical well-being, particularly in women 
and among individuals with low socioeconomic sta-
tus and unhealthy behaviors. This finding highlights the 
importance of adopting appropriate lifestyle habits along 
with a healthy diet among women and subjects with low 
socioeconomic status.

Abbreviations
HRQoL	� Health-related quality of life
PCS	� Physical component summary
MCS	� Mental component summary
GLM	� General linear models
TLGS	� Tehran Lipid and Glucose Study
FFQ	� Food Frequency Questionnaire



Page 10 of 12Hosseinpour-Niazi et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1955 

RIES	� Research Institute for Endocrine Sciences
FCT	� Food Composition Table
MAQ	� Modifiable Activity Questionnaire
MET	� Metabolic-equivalent
MET-min/week	� Metabolic-equivalent minutes per week
SF-12v2	� Short-form 12-item health survey version 2
SE	� Standard error

Acknowledgements
We express our appreciation to the participants of this study for their 
collaboration.

Author contributions
S.HN and M.N conceptualized and designed the study. S.HN, M.N, Z.G and N.I 
analyzed and interpreted the data; S.HN, E.E, P.M, P.A and F.A drafted the initial 
manuscript; FA supervised the project; all authors have read and approved the 
final version of the manuscript.

Funding
This work was supported by Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, 
Tehran, Iran (43008752).

Data availability
The datasets generated and/or analysed during the current study are 
not publicly available due institution’s policy but are available from the 
corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study protocol was approved by the ethics committee of the Research 
Institute for Endocrine Sciences (RIES), Shahid Beheshti University of Medical 
Sciences, and written informed consent was acquired from participants prior 
to their inclusion in the study.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1Nutrition and Endocrine Research Center, Research Institute for 
Endocrine Sciences, Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, P.O. 
Box: 19395-4763, No. 24, A’rabi St., Yeman Av., Velenjak, Tehran, Iran
2Research Center for Social Determinants of Health, Research Institute for 
Endocrine Sciences, Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, P.O. 
Box: 19395-4763, No. 24, A’rabi St., Yeman Av., Velenjak, Tehran, Iran
3Department of Clinical Nutrition and Dietetics, Faculty of Nutrition 
Sciences and Food Technology, National Nutrition and Food Technology 
Research Institute, Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, 
Iran
4Safety Promotion and Injury Prevention Research Center, Shahid 
Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran
5Endocrine Research Center, Research Institute for Endocrine Sciences, 
Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran

Received: 26 March 2024 / Accepted: 3 July 2024

References
1.	 Gibney MJ. Ultra-processed foods: definitions and Policy issues. Curr Develop-

ments Nutr. 2019;3(2):nzy077.
2.	 Monteiro CA, Cannon G, Levy RB, Moubarac JC, Louzada ML, Rauber F, Khand-

pur N, Cediel G, Neri D, Martinez-Steele E, et al. Ultra-processed foods: what 
they are and how to identify them. Public Health Nutr. 2019;22(5):936–41.

3.	 Romaguera D, Ängquist L, Du H, Jakobsen MU, Forouhi NG, Halkjær J, Feskens 
EJ, van der Masala AD, Steffen G. Food composition of the diet in relation to 

changes in waist circumference adjusted for body mass index. PLoS ONE. 
2011;6(8):e23384.

4.	 Pagliai G, Dinu M, Madarena MP, Bonaccio M, Iacoviello L, Sofi F. Consumption 
of ultra-processed foods and health status: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Br J Nutr. 2021;125(3):308–18.

5.	 Poll FA, Miraglia F, D’Avila HF, Reuter CP, Mello ED. Impact of intervention on 
nutritional status, consumption of processed foods, and quality of life of 
adolescents with excess weight. Jornal De Pediatria. 2020;96(5):621–9.

6.	 DeBar LL, Stevens VJ, Perrin N, Wu P, Pearson J, Yarborough BJ, Dickerson J, 
Lynch F. A primary care-based, multicomponent lifestyle intervention for 
overweight adolescent females. Pediatrics. 2012;129(3):e611–620.

7.	 Freira S, Fonseca H, Williams G, Ribeiro M, Pena F, do Céu Machado M, 
Lemos MS. Quality-of-life outcomes of a weight management program 
for adolescents based on motivational interviewing. Patient Educ Couns. 
2019;102(4):718–25.

8.	 Lane KE, Davies IG, Darabi Z, Ghayour-Mobarhan M, Khayyatzadeh SS, 
Mazidi M. The Association between Ultra-processed Foods, Quality of Life 
and Insomnia among adolescent girls in northeastern Iran. Int J Environ Res 
Public Health 2022, 19(10).

9.	 Cadenhead JW, Martínez-Steele E, Contento I, Kushi LH, Lee AR, Nguyen 
TTT, Lebwohl B, Green PHR, Wolf RL. Diet quality, ultra-processed food 
consumption, and quality of life in a cross-sectional cohort of adults and 
teens with celiac disease. J Hum Nutr Dietetics: Official J Br Diet Association. 
2023;36(4):1144–58.

10.	 Evers I, Heerings M, de Roos NM, Jongen PJ, Visser LH. Adherence to dietary 
guidelines is associated with better physical and mental quality of life: results 
from a cross-sectional survey among 728 Dutch MS patients. Nutr Neurosci. 
2022;25(8):1633–40.

11.	 Bourassa MW, Alim I, Bultman SJ, Ratan RR. Butyrate, neuroepigenetics and 
the gut microbiome: can a high fiber diet improve brain health? Neurosci 
Lett. 2016;625:56–63.

12.	 Olsson M, Björkelund AJ, Sandberg J, Blomberg A, Börjesson M, Currow D, 
Malinovschi A, Sköld M, Wollmer P, Torén K, et al. Factors important for health-
related quality of life in men and women: the population based SCAPIS study. 
PLoS ONE. 2023;18(11):e0294030.

13.	 Muñoz MA, Fíto M, Marrugat J, Covas MI, Schröder H. Adherence to the 
Mediterranean diet is associated with better mental and physical health. Br J 
Nutr. 2009;101(12):1821–7.

14.	 Baden MY, Kino S, Liu X, Li Y, Kim Y, Kubzansky LD, Pan A, Okereke OI, Willett 
WC, Hu FB, et al. Changes in plant-based diet quality and health-related qual-
ity of life in women. Br J Nutr. 2020;124(9):960–70.

15.	 Simões BDS, Barreto SM, Molina M, Luft VC, Duncan BB, Schmidt MI, Benseñor 
IJM, Cardoso LO, Levy RB, Giatti L. Consumption of ultra-processed foods 
and socioeconomic position: a cross-sectional analysis of the Brazilian 
Longitudinal Study of Adult Health (ELSA-Brasil). Cadernos De Saude Publica. 
2018;34(3):e00019717.

16.	 Adams J, White M. Characterisation of UK diets according to degree of food 
processing and associations with socio-demographics and obesity: cross-
sectional analysis of UK National Diet and Nutrition Survey (2008-12). Int J 
Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2015;12:160.

17.	 Juul F, Parekh N, Martinez-Steele E, Monteiro CA, Chang VW. Ultra-processed 
food consumption among US adults from 2001 to 2018. Am J Clin Nutr. 
2022;115(1):211–21.

18.	 Huguet N, Kaplan MS, Feeny D. Socioeconomic status and health-related 
quality of life among elderly people: results from the Joint Canada/United 
States Survey of Health. Soc Sci Med. 2008;66(4):803–10.

19.	 Sanmartin C, Berthelot JM, Ng E, Murphy K, Blackwell DL, Gentleman JF, 
Martinez ME, Simile CM. Comparing health and health care use in Canada 
and the United States. Health Aff. 2006;25(4):1133–42.

20.	 Bielderman A, de Greef MH, Krijnen WP, van der Schans CP. Relationship 
between socioeconomic status and quality of life in older adults: a path 
analysis. Qual life Research: Int J Qual life Aspects Treat care Rehabilitation. 
2015;24(7):1697–705.

21.	 Sarna L, Bialous SA, Cooley ME, Jun HJ, Feskanich D. Impact of smoking and 
smoking cessation on health-related quality of life in women in the nurses’ 
Health Study. Qual life Research: Int J Qual life Aspects Treat care Rehabilita-
tion. 2008;17(10):1217–27.

22.	 McClave AK, Dube SR, Strine TW, Mokdad AH. Associations between health-
related quality of life and smoking status among a large sample of U.S. adults. 
Prev Med. 2009;48(2):173–9.

23.	 Wendel-Vos GC, Schuit AJ, Tijhuis MA, Kromhout D. Leisure time physical 
activity and health-related quality of life: cross-sectional and longitudinal 



Page 11 of 12Hosseinpour-Niazi et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1955 

associations. Qual life Research: Int J Qual life Aspects Treat care Rehabilita-
tion. 2004;13(3):667–77.

24.	 Rauber F, Steele EM, Louzada M, Millett C, Monteiro CA, Levy RB. Ultra-pro-
cessed food consumption and indicators of obesity in the United Kingdom 
population (2008–2016). PLoS ONE. 2020;15(5):e0232676.

25.	 Zhong GC, Gu HT, Peng Y, Wang K, Wu YQ, Hu TY, Jing FC, Hao FB. Association 
of ultra-processed food consumption with cardiovascular mortality in the US 
population: long-term results from a large prospective multicenter study. Int 
J Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2021;18(1):21.

26.	 Berto SJ, Carvalhaes MA, Moura EC. [Smoking associated with other behav-
ioral risk factors for chronic non-communicable diseases]. Cadernos De 
Saude Publica. 2010;26(8):1573–82.

27.	 Fliss-Isakov N, Zelber-Sagi S, Ivancovsky-Wajcman D, Shibolet O, Kariv R. 
Ultra-processed Food Intake and Smoking Interact in relation with colorectal 
adenomas. Nutrients 2020, 12(11).

28.	 Azizi F, Zadeh-Vakili A, Takyar M. Review of Rationale, Design, and initial find-
ings: Tehran lipid and glucose study. Int J Endocrinol Metabolism. 2018;16(4 
Suppl):e84777.

29.	 Willet WC. Issues in analysis and presentation of dietary data. In: Willet WC, 
editor. Nutritional epidemiology. New York: Oxford University Press; 1998.

30.	 Esmaeili M, Hushiarrad A. Iranian food composition table. Tehran: Shadid 
Beheshti University of Medical Sciences; 2018.

31.	 Hu FB, Stampfer MJ, Rimm E, Ascherio A, Rosner BA, Spiegelman D, Willett 
WC. Dietary fat and coronary heart disease: a comparison of approaches for 
adjusting for total energy intake and modeling repeated dietary measure-
ments. Am J Epidemiol. 1999;149(6):531–40.

32.	 Esfahani FH, Asghari G, Mirmiran P, Azizi F. Reproducibility and relative validity 
of food group intake in a food frequency questionnaire developed for the 
Tehran lipid and glucose study. J Epidemiol. 2010;20(2):150–8.

33.	 Mirmiran P, Esfahani FH, Mehrabi Y, Hedayati M, Azizi F. Reliability and relative 
validity of an FFQ for nutrients in the Tehran lipid and glucose study. Public 
Health Nutr. 2010;13(5):654–62.

34.	 Asghari G, Rezazadeh A, Hosseini-Esfahani F, Mehrabi Y, Mirmiran P, Azizi F. 
Reliability, comparative validity and stability of dietary patterns derived from 
an FFQ in the Tehran lipid and glucose study. Br J Nutr. 2012;108(6):1109–17.

35.	 Kriska AM, Knowler WC, LaPorte RE, Drash AL, Wing RR, Blair SN, Bennett PH, 
Kuller LH. Development of questionnaire to examine relationship of physical 
activity and diabetes in Pima indians. Diabetes Care. 1990;13(4):401–11.

36.	 Ainsworth BE, Haskell WL, Whitt MC, Irwin ML, Swartz AM, Strath SJ, O’Brien 
WL, Bassett DR Jr., Schmitz KH, Emplaincourt PO, et al. Compendium of physi-
cal activities: an update of activity codes and MET intensities. Med Sci Sports 
Exerc. 2000;32(9 Suppl):S498–504.

37.	 Haskell WL, Lee IM, Pate RR, Powell KE, Blair SN, Franklin BA, Macera CA, 
Heath GW, Thompson PD, Bauman A. Physical activity and public health: 
updated recommendation for adults from the American College of Sports 
Medicine and the American Heart Association. Med Sci Sports Exerc. 
2007;39(8):1423–34.

38.	 Momenan AA, Delshad M, Sarbazi N, Rezaei Ghaleh N, Ghanbarian A, Azizi F. 
Reliability and validity of the modifiable activity questionnaire (MAQ) in an 
Iranian urban adult population. Arch Iran Med. 2012;15(5):279–82.

39.	 Montazeri A, Vahdaninia M, Mousavi SJ, Asadi-Lari M, Omidvari S, Tavousi M. 
The 12-item medical outcomes study short form health survey version 2.0 
(SF-12v2): a population-based validation study from Tehran, Iran. Health Qual 
Life Outcomes. 2011;9:12.

40.	 Willett WC, Howe GR, Kushi LH. Adjustment for total energy intake in 
epidemiologic studies. Am J Clin Nutr. 1997;65(4 Suppl):S1220–8. discussion 
1229S-1231S.

41.	 Rees J, Radavelli Bagatini S, Lo J, Hodgson JM, Christophersen CT, Daly RM, 
Magliano DJ, Shaw JE, Sim M, Bondonno CP et al. Association between Fruit 
and Vegetable Intakes and Mental Health in the Australian diabetes obesity 
and lifestyle cohort. Nutrients 2021, 13(5).

42.	 Ramin S, Mysz MA, Meyer K, Capistrant B, Lazovich D, Prizment A. A prospec-
tive analysis of dietary fiber intake and mental health quality of life in the 
Iowa women’s Health Study. Maturitas. 2020;131:1–7.

43.	 Vajdi M, Farhangi MA. A systematic review of the association between 
dietary patterns and health-related quality of life. Health Qual Life Outcomes. 
2020;18(1):337.

44.	 Wu XY, Zhuang LH, Li W, Guo HW, Zhang JH, Zhao YK, Hu JW, Gao QQ, Luo 
S, Ohinmaa A, et al. The influence of diet quality and dietary behavior on 
health-related quality of life in the general population of children and adoles-
cents: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Qual life Research: Int J Qual life 
Aspects Treat care Rehabilitation. 2019;28(8):1989–2015.

45.	 Ruano C, Henriquez P, Martínez-González M, Bes-Rastrollo M, Ruiz-Canela M, 
Sánchez-Villegas A. Empirically derived dietary patterns and health-related 
quality of life in the SUN project. PLoS ONE. 2013;8(5):e61490.

46.	 Bonaccio M, Di Castelnuovo A, Bonanni A, Costanzo S, De Lucia F, Pounis G, 
Zito F, Donati MB, de Gaetano G, Iacoviello L. Adherence to a Mediterranean 
diet is associated with a better health-related quality of life: a possible role of 
high dietary antioxidant content. BMJ open 2013, 3(8).

47.	 Matison AP, Milte CM, Shaw JE, Magliano DJ, Daly RM, Torres SJ. Association 
between dietary protein intake and changes in health-related quality of life 
in older adults: findings from the AusDiab 12-year prospective study. BMC 
Geriatr. 2022;22(1):211.

48.	 Jakobsen LH, Kondrup J, Zellner M, Tetens I, Roth E. Effect of a high protein 
meat diet on muscle and cognitive functions: a randomised controlled 
dietary intervention trial in healthy men. Clin Nutr. 2011;30(3):303–11.

49.	 Overgaard SH, Sørensen SB, Munk HL, Nexøe AB, Glerup H, Henriksen RH, 
Guldmann T, Pedersen N, Saboori S, Hvid L, et al. Impact of fibre and red/
processed meat intake on treatment outcomes among patients with chronic 
inflammatory diseases initiating biological therapy: a prospective cohort 
study. Front Nutr. 2022;9:985732.

50.	 Torres SJ, Robinson S, Orellana L, O’Connell SL, Grimes CA, Mundell NL, 
Dunstan DW, Nowson CA, Daly RM. Effects of progressive resistance training 
combined with a protein-enriched lean red meat diet on health-related 
quality of life in elderly women: secondary analysis of a 4-month cluster 
randomised controlled trial. Br J Nutr. 2017;117(11):1550–9.

51.	 Bonaccio M, Costanzo S, Di Castelnuovo A, Persichillo M, Magnacca S, De 
Curtis A, Cerletti C, Donati MB, de Gaetano G, Iacoviello L. Ultra-processed 
food intake and all-cause and cause-specific mortality in individuals with 
cardiovascular disease: the Moli-Sani Study. Eur Heart J. 2022;43(3):213–24.

52.	 Machado PP, Steele EM, Levy RB, Sui Z, Rangan A, Woods J, Gill T, Scrinis G, 
Monteiro CA. Ultra-processed foods and recommended intake levels of 
nutrients linked to non-communicable diseases in Australia: evidence from a 
nationally representative cross-sectional study. BMJ open. 2019;9(8):e029544.

53.	 Darmon N, Drewnowski A. Does social class predict diet quality? Am J Clin 
Nutr. 2008;87(5):1107–17.

54.	 Moubarac JC, Claro RM, Baraldi LG, Levy RB, Martins AP, Cannon G, Monteiro 
CA. International differences in cost and consumption of ready-to-consume 
food and drink products: United Kingdom and Brazil, 2008–2009. Glob Public 
Health. 2013;8(7):845–56.

55.	 Calixto Andrade G, Julia C, Deschamps V, Srour B, Hercberg S, Kesse-Guyot 
E, Allès B, Chazelas E, Deschasaux M, Touvier M et al. Consumption of Ultra-
processed Food and Its Association with Sociodemographic Characteristics 
and Diet Quality in a representative sample of French adults. Nutrients 2021, 
13(2).

56.	 Medina LPB, Barros MBA, Sousa N, Bastos TF, Lima MG, Szwarcwald CL. Social 
inequalities in the food consumption profile of the Brazilian population: 
National Health Survey, 2013. Revista brasileira de epidemiologia = Brazilian J 
Epidemiol. 2019;22(Suppl 02):E190011. SUPL 190012.

57.	 Bojorquez I, Unikel C, Cortez I, Cerecero D. The social distribution of dietary 
patterns. Traditional, modern and healthy eating among women in a latin 
American city. Appetite. 2015;92:43–50.

58.	 Madruga M, Martínez Steele E, Reynolds C, Levy RB, Rauber F. Trends in food 
consumption according to the degree of food processing among the UK 
population over 11 years. Br J Nutr. 2023;130(3):476–83.

59.	 da Silva DCG, Fiates GMR, Botelho AM, Vieira FGK, Medeiros KJ, Willecke 
RG, Longo GZ. Food consumption according to degree of food process-
ing, behavioral variables, and sociodemographic factors: findings from 
a population-based study in Brazil. Nutr (Burbank Los Angeles Cty Calif ). 
2022;93:111505.

60.	 Geigl C, Loss J, Leitzmann M, Janssen C. Social factors of health-related qual-
ity of life in older adults: a multivariable analysis. Qual life Research: Int J Qual 
life Aspects Treat care Rehabilitation. 2023;32(11):3257–68.

61.	 Sesso R, Rodrigues-Neto JF, Ferraz MB. Impact of socioeconomic status 
on the quality of life of ESRD patients. Am J Kidney Diseases: Official J Natl 
Kidney Foundation. 2003;41(1):186–95.

62.	 Goldenberg M, Danovitch I, IsHak WW. Quality of life and smoking. Am J 
Addictions. 2014;23(6):540–62.

63.	 Mulder I, Tijhuis M, Smit HA, Kromhout D. Smoking cessation and quality 
of life: the effect of amount of smoking and time since quitting. Prev Med. 
2001;33(6):653–60.

64.	 Nguyen TM, Nguyen VH, Kim JH. Physical Exercise and Health-Related Quality 
of Life in Office Workers: a systematic review and Meta-analysis. Int J Environ 
Res Public Health 2021, 18(7).



Page 12 of 12Hosseinpour-Niazi et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1955 

65.	 Nardocci M, Leclerc BS, Louzada ML, Monteiro CA, Batal M, Moubarac JC. 
Consumption of ultra-processed foods and obesity in Canada. Can J Public 
Health = Revue canadienne de sante Publique. 2019;110(1):4–14.

66.	 Jalali-Farahani S, Amiri P, Torshizi K, Cheraghi L, AvatefFazeli M, Azizi F. 
Association of leisure and occupational physical activities and health-related 
quality of life: Tehran Lipid and gluycose study. Health Qual Life Outcomes. 
2020;18(1):13.

67.	 Welch AA, MacGregor AJ, Minihane AM, Skinner J, Valdes AA, Spector TD, Cas-
sidy A. Dietary fat and fatty acid profile are associated with indices of skeletal 
muscle mass in women aged 18–79 years. J Nutr. 2014;144(3):327–34.

68.	 Tam CS, Power JE, Markovic TP, Yee C, Morsch M, McLennan SV, Twigg SM. The 
effects of high-fat feeding on physical function and skeletal muscle extracel-
lular matrix. Nutr Diabetes. 2015;5(12):e187.

69.	 Firth J, Gangwisch JE, Borisini A, Wootton RE, Mayer EA. Food and mood: 
how do diet and nutrition affect mental wellbeing? BMJ (Clinical Res ed). 
2020;369:m2382.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations. 


	﻿The association between ultra-processed food consumption and health-related quality of life differs across lifestyle and socioeconomic strata
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Materials and methods
	﻿Study design and participants
	﻿Dietary assessment
	﻿Clinical and laboratory measurements
	﻿Health-related quality of life
	﻿Statistical analysis

	﻿Results
	﻿Discussion
	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


