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Well-designed effective interventions promoting sustainable diets are urgently needed to benefit both 
human and planetary health. This study evaluated the feasibility, acceptability, and potential impact 
of a pilot blended digital intervention aimed at promoting sustainable diets. We conducted a series of 
ABA n-of-1 trials with baseline, intervention, and follow-up phases over the course of a year, involving 
twelve participants. The intervention included text messages, and individualized online feedback 
sessions. Quantitative data on diet composition was collected daily for 15 weeks distributed over the 
year. Qualitative data was collected through interviews at the end of each phase. Results showed 
high feasibility and acceptability: 100% retention rate, 75% attendance at all feedback sessions, and 
an average response rate of 86% to the dietary questionnaires. The intervention had a positive and 
significant effect on the overall diet composition. Specifically, 92% of the participants significantly 
increased their daily fruit and vegetable consumption, and 58% significantly reduced their intake of 
red and processed meat as well as ultra-processed foods. Participants also reported reducing food 
waste, choosing minimally packaged and in-season foods, and prioritizing fair-sourced food. The 
study demonstrates the potential of digital interventions to effectively promote sustainable dietary 
behaviors and offers insights for future large-scale implementations. Upcoming iterations should 
involve a more diverse population, particularly less motivated individuals and with more diverse 
socioeconomic status.
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Sustainable diets are defined by three key dimensions: promoting human health, minimizing environmental 
impact, and supporting socio-economic well-being1. In Spain―where the current intervention was 
implemented―as in other high-income countries2,3, general dietary patterns are significantly unsustainable. 
On the health dimension, diet-related diseases, such as cardiovascular diseases, obesity, or type 2 diabetes, are 
responsible for 80,000 deaths yearly in Spain4. In parallel, food consumption is the primary behavior among 
Spaniards contributing to environmental degradation and resource overuse5. Further, on the socio-economic 
perspective, it is known that part of the food consumed within the country is not sourced ethically6. To address 
this situation, changing current eating behaviors toward whole plant-based diets, in combination with a 
reduction in food waste, may yield benefits for human health and the planet, and promote a health-promoting 
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food system that operates within planetary boundaries4,7,8. Moreover, purchasing food from fair and equitable 
sources can help to promote a more just and sustainable food system9–11.

A significant part of the population in high-income countries seems to be willing to follow sustainable 
diets (e.g. see12,13 for Spain, and14 for a more global perspective). Nevertheless, they have acknowledged 
not knowing how to implement the required behavior changes in practice. So far, however, existing efforts 
to promote sustainable diets have focused primarily on encouraging adherence to a healthy diet with low 
environmental impact, but have overlooked other critical factors such as food waste15,16 and food’s socio-
economic consequences16. It is important to note that the dimensions of dietary sustainability are not always 
aligned. For instance, a healthy food like fish can have a high environmental impact depending on the targeted 
fish stock and the fishing techniques employed17,18. Additionally, labor conditions for fisheries workers may not 
be fair, compromising their well-being19. Trade-offs can even occur within the same dimension; for instance, 
the environmental benefits of adopting a low-impact diet may be counteracted by increased food waste20. This 
highlights the need for developing behavioral interventions that promote sustainable diets across all dimensions 
(i.e., human health, environmental, and socio-economic), and targeting diverse behaviors simultaneously.

To build on this, we developed a pilot blended digital intervention aimed at promoting behavior change 
toward sustainable diets in a holistic manner. The main objective of this study was to accumulate knowledge, 
experience, and pilot data to scale up an effective intervention for promoting sustainable diets. Thus, the study 
had two specific objectives: (i) to assess the feasibility and acceptability of the study design and related procedures 
(i.e., measurements and intervention features); and (ii) to evaluate the potential effects of such an intervention 
on dietary changes, considering not only diet composition but also other key behaviors related to sustainable 
diets.

Methods
This study follows a pre-registered protocol21. Deviations from the original protocol are discussed in Additional 
File 1.

Study population
Participants were approached by e-mailing employees of the Barcelona Institute for Global Health, through 
social media, with posters placed in public libraries, as well as word-of-mouth. The potential participants were 
invited to visit a website comprising a brief study description and a link to an online eligibility survey. This survey 
included specific questions designed to identify individuals meeting the inclusion criteria (refer to Additional 
File 2 for the complete list of items included in the eligibility survey).

Individuals were enrolled in the study if they met the following characteristics: adults aged 18 to 65 years; 
residing in the province of Barcelona; speaking and reading Spanish fluently; having a mobile phone supporting 
the installation of a smartphone app; and following an omnivorous diet. The exclusion criteria were being pregnant 
or planning to become pregnant in the next year; having given birth in the past 3 months; breastfeeding; being 
a professional athlete; following specific diets (e.g., slimming, gluten-free, low in sugars); reporting a history 
of eating disorders, any food intolerance or allergy, or other chronic illnesses that might directly impact eating 
behaviors; not taking their own decisions about food choices (e.g., someone else selects what they eat for most of 
their meals); and presenting eating behaviors already aligned with the principles of sustainable diets (i.e., scoring 
half or more of the points on the scale used in this study for measuring sustainable diets; see the next sections for 
a presentation of the scale and scoring procedure).

Study design
We implemented a series of N-of-1 pilot trials over the course of one year digitally. The trials had an ABA design, 
with the first A phase corresponding to a 2-week baseline evaluation, the B phase to a 22-week intervention, 
and the second A phase to a 24-week post-intervention follow-up (refer to Fig. 1 for an illustration of the three 
phases of the study). Interventions involved (i) app-based text messages and (ii) individualized online feedback 
sessions. Quantitative data were collected daily for 15 weeks over the course of the year with the app, and 
qualitative data were collected through three semi-structured online interviews to gain further insight into the 
study objectives. Prior to the study, individual online meetings with each participant were organized to assist 
them in installing the app on their mobile phones and to clarify any questions they might have about the app, 
assessment tools used, and procedures of the project.

Participants received financial incentives for their participation. For each of the 15 evaluation weeks, they 
received 10 euros if they fully completed at least 6 out of the 7-daily eating behavior questionnaires. Thus, in 
total, each participant could receive up to 150 euros over the year.

Fig. 1.  Study timeline. Note: X represents the weeks during which that feature was implemented.
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Intervention
The present intervention involved two components: generic text messages and individualized online feedback 
sessions.

Generic text messages were sent twice a week (Tuesdays and Fridays) during the interventional B phase, by 
means of the General Data Protection Regulation-compliant app m-Path (available at ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​m​-​p​a​t​h​.​i​o​/​l​a​n​d​i​n​
g​/​​​​​)​. A total of 44 different messages were designed, each falling into one or more of the following categories: (i) 
educational messages on the health (e.g., debunking nutritional myths), environmental (e.g., pointing out the 
need of reducing the consumption of animal products, food waste or unnecessary food packaging), and socio-
economic (e.g., highlighting the necessity of supporting small stakeholders within the food system) consequences 
of eating behaviors (n = 18 messages out of 44); (ii) motivational messages to encourage sustainable diets, 
with tips on goal achievement (n = 26 messages); and (iii) recipes for simple yet tasty sustainable meals (n = 4 
messages). These text messages were developed based on a previous scoping review to identify relevant behavior 
change techniques (BCTs) for changing eating behaviors22 and the compendium of self-enactable techniques 
v1.023. Their understandability was pre-tested on six individuals who met our inclusion criteria but were not 
involved in the project. The messages were refined based on their feedbacks, if necessary. All study participants 
were exposed to the entire repertoire of messages in a predetermined sequence. For detailed information on the 
final message content, order, and the specific BCTs employed, please refer to Additional File 3.

In addition to the text messages, three individualized, 15-min, online feedback sessions were offered every 
two evaluation weeks during the intervention phase (see Fig. 1). During these online feedback sessions, a member 
of the research team with extensive knowledge of sustainable diets (UF) commented with the participants on 
the food consumption as registered during the last two evaluation weeks. The researcher provided tailored 
advice on improving the healthiness and sustainability of their diets and addressed any questions or concerns 
participants might have had regarding sustainable diets. BCTs implemented in these sessions involved feedbacks 
on behavior (i.e., based on previous measurements), instructions on how to perform the behavior (e.g., cooking 
tips, substituting one type of food by another) and information about the health, social and environmental 
consequences of food. No goals were set as part of these sessions.

Measures
Socio-demographic characteristics of the participants
Participants completed an online baseline questionnaire that gathered information on various characteristics 
(see Additional File 4). For the purposes of this study, the relevant data included gender, age, highest level of 
education, and household income.

Quantitative indicators of feasibility and acceptability
Feasibility and acceptability were assessed using standard metrics commonly applied in pilot and feasibility 
studies within the digital behavior change domain, selected based on prior comparable research24,25. Feasibility 
was quantitatively evaluated by assessing the capacity to recruit potential participants according to our inclusion/
exclusion criteria, and the retention rate of enrolled participants. Acceptability of the intervention procedures 
was based on indicators of participant engagement, including the number of interventional text messages read 
(confirmed when scoring each message; see below), the number of food consumption questionnaires answered, 
and the number and total duration of individual feedback sessions attended. Additionally, the acceptability of 
the messages was assessed based on how useful, informative, or motivating participants found the information 
provided in each text message (all three characteristics were targeted in the same question). To measure this, we 
employed a single item with a visual Likert scale ranging from 0 to 100 points, with 0 representing the lowest 
score (i.e., no useful, informative or motivating) and 100 representing the highest (i.e., highly useful, informative 
or motivating). Participants filled out this scale for each text message they received.

Quantitative indicators of dietary change
In terms of sampling frequency, diet composition was assessed daily in the evening over a 15-week period 
throughout the year. Evaluation weeks included the 2 weeks of the baseline phase, every 3 weeks during the 
intervention (that lasted 22 weeks, so around seven assessment points during this period), and once a month 
during the follow-up period (Fig. 1). If necessary, this schedule was slightly modified due to external factors 
(e.g., if a participant was unavailable during the assessment week, the evaluation was moved to the previous or 
posterior week).

There is no validated questionnaire published in the literature to measured changes in sustainable diets 
through brief repeated assessments26. We therefore used this pilot study to design and test a new questionnaire 
assessing healthy diets with low environmental impact. During the assessment weeks, participants were required 
to complete the questionnaire on a daily basis. It is a concise dietary questionnaire to evaluate the consumption 
of 10 pivotal food groups for a healthy diet with a minimal environmental footprint (the food groups covered in 
the questionnaire are shown in Table 1, and an English translation of the app-based questionnaire is shown in 
Additional File 5). This questionnaire was developed based on recommendations from authoritative bodies in 
the field of nutrition, including the EAT-Lancet Commission, the Food and Agriculture Organization, and the 
World Health Organization7,27–29, and tailored for the Spanish context based on food availability and traditional 
dietary patterns.

For each food group, except for cereals and added fats, participants were asked to indicate the number 
of servings consumed during the assessed day, ranging from 0 to more than 5 servings, in increments of 0.5 
servings (please see Additional File 5). The proportions of whole grains to total cereals, and virgin olive oil 
(as representative of unsaturated and non-refined added fats in our context) to total added fats were reported 
by participants. This ratio approach was chosen because recommended carbohydrate and fat amounts vary 

Scientific Reports |         (2025) 15:2052 3| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://m-path.io/landing/
https://m-path.io/landing/
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


according to individual energy needs, thus emphasizing healthy choices over quantity. To assist participants in 
answering the questionnaire, examples of specific food products gathered within the assessed food groups were 
available in the app30, with examples of serving sizes using household measurements31, as well as instructions 
on how to calculate the proportion of whole grains and added fats (see Additional File 5). Participants received 
training in food group quantification at enrolment and during feedback sessions, if needed.

In terms of scoring procedure, we used the daily measures of these food groups consumption to design a 
composite score capturing the weekly environmental sustainability and healthiness of the whole diet (i.e., the 
daily consumptions were averaged at the weekly level to capture a weekly pattern of diet composition). A valid 
week was defined as having recorded values for at least two weekdays and one weekend day32. The average 
weekly consumption of each food group was scored from 0 to 1 point, with 1 point allocated to a consumption 
in line with the recommendations for a healthy diet with low environmental impact, 0 points for consumption 
exceeding the limits for such a diet, and a proportional score for an in-between consumption. Table 1 shows the 
scoring criteria and the rationale, supported by up-to-date scientific evidence7,17,27–29,33–43. The total diet score 

Food groups

Scoring criteriaa

Rationale0 points 1 points

Meat, fish, and 
eggb

 ≥ 2 
serv/d  ≤ 1 serv/d

The consumption of 1 serving per day of meat, fish, or eggs (limiting red and processed meats to maximum 1 serving per week) seems 
to be compatible with a healthy diet within planetary boundaries39. White meat, fish and eggs are good sources of high-quality protein, 
and blue fish of w-3 fatty acids. Health benefits were observed when substituting red meat with any of those food groups, although 
their substitution by plant-based protein would lead the greater health benefits7. The environmental impact of white meat and eggs 
tend to be lower than that of red meat33. The environmental impact of fish varies markedly depending on several aspects (e.g., the 
fishing or aquaculture techniques used, the species or fish stock from which it is obtained17,42. In any case, replacing those animal-
based proteins by plant-sourced options reduce the environmental impact of diet; indeed, the lower the quantity of animal-based 
proteins in the diet, the lower the dietary environmental impact36,37

Red and 
processed 
meat

 ≥ 2 
serv/w 0 serv/w

The detrimetal health effects of processed meat, and to a lesser extent of red meat, is well-stablished in the scientific literature. Red 
and processed meat consumption appears to be linearly related to total mortality and risks of other health outcomes in populations 
that have consumed it for many years7. Additionally, red meats (i.e., beef, lamb, pork) are the foods with higher environmental impact, 
several times higher than any other protein rich food33. Thus, the optimal intake of red and processed meat might be 0 g/day in a 
healthy and environmentally sustainble diet7. The consumption of one serving of 100 g of red meat per week seems to be compatible 
with an environmentally sustainable healthy diet, but even small increases in consumption of red meat would not be compatible with 
environmental targets7

Dairy products  ≥ 2 
serv/d  ≤ 1 serv/d

There is no clear pattern of dairy products consumption and health outcomes. Although dairy products have been described as an 
essential source of calcium, this mineral could be obtained in an optimal level from a range of plant-based foods7. Additionally, dairy 
products are among the foods with the highest environmental impact33. Climate change mitigation strategies encourage to reduce not 
only meat but also dairy products34,40. It has been proposed that optimal intake of dairy products within a healthy diet has to be at the 
lower end of the range 0–500 ml (milk equivalents). Indeed, the consumption of 2 servings of dairy products daily in an omnivorous 
diet would be out of the planetary boundaries7, and it has been recommended limiting their consumption to maximum 1 serving per 
day39. Altogether, 1 point is allocated to one serving or less of dairy products per day, and 0 points to 2 or more servings per day

Legume & 
derivatives 0 serv/d  ≥ 1 serv/d

There is a large body of evidence reporting the health benefits of replacing animal foods with plant-based protein sources7. 
Additionally, legumes (including soy products if sustainably grown) are the protein rich foods with the lowest environmental impact33. 
Altogether, legumes should be the main protein source in our diet, for human health and for that of the planet. At least one serving 
of legumes per day should be consumed in an environmentally sustainable healthy diet7. Thus, 1 point is allocated to one or more 
servings of legumes per day, and 0 points to no consumption

Fruit & 
vegetables 0 serv/d  ≥ 5 serv/d Due to the health benefits and low environmental impact of fruits and vegetables, at least five servings of fruits and vegetable (in total) 

should be consumed per day7,33. Thus, 1 point is allocated to 5 or more servings per day, and 0 points to no consumption

Nuts & seeds
0 serv/d 
OR ≥ 4 
serv/d

1–2 serv/d
Daily consumption of nuts (including peanuts), foods rich in proteins and healthy fats, is recommended due to their health benefits7. 
Indeed, they have been suggested even as a replacement for red meat7. However, the quantity should be moderate, as some nut-tree 
crops are water, fertilizer, and pesticide intensive33. Thus, 1 point is allocated to one or two servings per day, and 0 points to no 
consumption or 4 or more servings per day

Sugary, 
salty and 
ultraprocessed 
foodsc

 ≥ 2 
serv/w 0 serv/w

The environmental impact of the group could vary significantly, from very low (e.g., plant-based pastries) to high (e.g., meat and 
cheese pizza)38. However, the detrimental health effects of all the products gathered in this category is well stablished, and should be 
consumed as less as possible27. Therefore, due to their neglected health effects, one point is allocated to no consuming and 0 point to 
more than 2 servings per week

Sodas, juices 
and energy 
drinks

 ≥ 2 
serv/w 0 serv/w

Intakes of added (such as those in sodas or energy drinks) and free sugars (such as those in fruit juices) should be as low as possible as 
part of a nutritionally adequate diet. The scientific evidence did not allow to set a tolerable upper intake level for dietary sugars43. Diet 
soft drinks are neither a healthy option41. The environmental impact of this type of beverages is low35. Because of their negative health 
effects, 1 point is allocated to no consumption, and 0 point to two or more servings per week

Cereals 0  ≥ 80% whole 
grains

The environmental impact of whole grains and refined grains could be considered mostly the same35. On the other hand, because their 
health benefits, whole grains should be prioritized over refined versions7. Thus, 1 point is allocated to consume at least 80% of the 
grains as whole grains, and 0 point to no consumption

Added fats 0
 ≥ 80% 
unsaturated 
unrefined oil

Unsaturated and non-refined oils, mainly virgin olive oil (extra or not) in our context, should be prioritized over other added dietary 
fats because of their health benefits7. Small amounts of animal-sourced fats could be tolerable in a healthy diet with low environmental 
impact if consuming animal-based foods, to avoid wasting that fats7. Thus, one point is allocated to at least 80% of virgin olive oil of 
the total added fats, and 0 point to no virgin olive oil consumption

Table 1.  Scoring criteria and rationale for each food group targeted. aEach item is continously scored from 0 to 
1 point, according to the average daily consumption over the assessed week. For instance, the scoring of fruits 
and vegetables was: 0 points for no consumption of fruit and vegetables, and 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, and 1 points for the 
average consumption of 1.25, 2.5, 3.75, and 5 or more servings per day, respectively. bInclude data of two items 
of the eating behavior questionnaire: (i) red and processed meats, and (ii) white meat, fish and eggs. cThis item 
gathered the consumption of highly processed foods or products high in sugars, salt or fats, such as biscuits, 
bakery or pastries (both home-made and industrial), sugary and salty snacks (e.g., candies, crisps), sugary 
dairy desserts (e.g., custard, flam, ice-cream), ready-to-eat meals (e.g., pizza, lasagne), among others.
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is the sum of that of each individual item, ranging from 0 (lowest adherence to an environmentally sustainable 
healthy diet) to 10 (highest -best- adherence).

Finally, to gain insights about potential changes in individual food groups beyond the overall weekly pattern 
of diets, raw daily food data (i.e., not averaged with a specific scoring procedure) were also analyzed (see the 
following sections).

Qualitative measures
Three individual semi-structured online interviews were conducted with each participant: at baseline, at the end 
of the intervention, and six months later (Fig. 1). The first interview aimed to further characterize participants’ 
typical diets, going beyond the food group consumption reported in the eligibility survey. This involved 
exploring aspects such as specific food preferences, the times of day when certain food groups were consumed, 
and daily dietary routines, among others. Additionally, the interview sought to assess participants’ knowledge 
of sustainable diets and their motivations for participating in the study. The second interview focused on the 
feasibility and acceptability of the intervention and the participants’ perceptions of behavior changes. It explored 
additional behaviors relevant to a sustainable diet that were not addressed quantitatively, specifically food waste 
or any other behavior change towards dietary sustainability that participants considered relevant. The third 
interview explored barriers and facilitators related to behavior change, but participants eventually commented 
on feasibility, acceptability, and the effects of the intervention on eating behaviors. All interviews were conducted 
by the same researcher who led the feedback meetings (UF). They were carried out online, and were digitally 
recorded, anonymized, and transcribed verbatim. Audio files and transcripts were imported into MAXQDA 
24 software44, which was used for the qualitative data analysis. Further details on the interviews content and 
delivery can be found in the protocol of this study21.

Data analysis
Quantitative data
The feasibility and acceptability of the study, as well as the characteristics of the participants, were analysed with 
descriptive statistics.

Dietary changes were assessed at the group (i.e., nomothetic analyses) and individual (i.e., idiographic 
analyses) levels. At the group level, changes in weekly diet composition (i.e., composite score) were assessed 
using linear mixed regression models with a random intercept for individuals, weekly diet composition (i.e., 
composite score) as the outcome, the week number (weeks 1 to 46) as the independent variable, and the models 
were adjusted for age. Other adjusted models were tested when building the final model (i.e., adjusting for 
gender, incomes, education and total duration of feedback sessions), but the best statistical fit was obtained for 
age as the only covariate. We also analyzed women and men separately given the potential differences described 
in the literature between these two groups in terms of sustainable diets12. Although we expected gradual 
changes in diets during the study (best characterized by the progressive effect of weeks), we also wanted to 
test the differences between each phase. Therefore, and as sensitivity analyses, the models were also run with a 
3-category phase variable (baseline, intervention, and follow-up) as the independent variable. The phase score 
was calculated as the mean weekly score per participant for each phase.

We also performed dietary change analyses at the individual level. To maximise statistical power (see our 
pre-registered report21), we used daily individual food groups as an outcome instead of our weekly aggregated 
composite score (i.e., thus maximising the number of observations available per participant). Our initial 
intention was to use regression techniques similar to those employed to assess dietary changes at the group 
level21. However, the non-normal distribution of the individual food groups measured at the daily level made 
the use of linear models not suitable. As an alternative solution, we used Nonoverlap of All Pairs (NAP) analyses 
to quantify changes in each specific food groups between the baseline and follow-up phases. NAP is a non-
parametric method that indicates the probability that a score drawn at random during the follow-up phase 
will exceed that of a score drawn at random at baseline (values between 0 and 100%, with 50% indicating no 
change)45. To aid interpretability, NAP values were rescaled to values between -100% (all scores during the 
follow-up phase were lower than the lowest score at baseline) and 100% (all scores during the follow-up phase 
were higher than the highest score at baseline), with 0% indicating no change. NAP values above 72% were 
considered as large effect sizes46.

Data were analyzed with the statistical software R version 4.3.2 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing) 
using the nlme and scan packages. The data and code used in this study are openly available on the Open Science 
Framework page of the project together with an html version of our analyses’ outputs47.

Qualitative data
Framework analysis was used to analyze the qualitative data. This is a thematic approach to the analysis of 
qualitative data from semi-structured interviews, as in our case48. Based on the main themes of the semi-
structured interviews, two researchers (UF, SF) developed the original codebook after a careful reading of the 
transcripts, and a third confirmed it (MLM). Disagreements between the researchers were discussed until an 
agreement was reached. One researcher then applied the codebook to the transcripts (MLM). After examining 
the patterns across codes, data on the topics addressed in the current study (i.e., feasibility, acceptability, and 
effectiveness) were comprehensively summarized by one author (UF) and subsequently confirmed by a second 
author (MLM). During this process, disagreements were discussed until a consensus was reached.
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Results
Sample description, feasibility and acceptability
During the three-month open registration period, 94 individuals completed the eligibility survey, and 12 met 
the inclusion criteria (13%). Most participants (73/82, 89%) could not be included because they presented a 
baseline diet relatively aligned with the principles of sustainability. The 12 eligible individuals were invited and 
accepted to participate. All participants remained in the study until completion, resulting in a 100% retention 
rate (flowchart is shown in Additional File 6). Individual characteristics of the participants are shown in Table 2. 
Among the 12 participants, 5 were women and 7 were men, and the average age was 26 years.

Quantitative results for acceptability are provided in Table 2. All participants provided a score for every text 
message sent, therefore indicating that they have read every text message. The text messages received an average 
score of 84 points out of 100 for their usefulness, informative and motivating nature. Both quantitative and 
qualitative data indicated that participants particularly appreciated receiving recipes, and messages related to the 
environmental and socio-economic impacts of food (see additional file 7 for the descriptive statistics, and Table 
3 and Additional File 8 for qualitative insights). Regarding the feedback sessions, nine participants participated 
in the three sessions offered, two participants attended two sessions and one participant only attended one 
session. On average, the participants spent 49 min attending feedback sessions. Regarding the assessment of food 
consumption, participants responded to 86% of the 105 food consumption questionnaires sent.

Qualitative insights on acceptability are presented in Table 3, with detailed data for each individual 
participant available in Additional File 8. The qualitative data revealed that the participants found the individual 
feedback sessions particularly useful for reflecting on the evolution of their diet and for the individualized 
advice they received. Indeed, half of them specifically highlighted these sessions as the most useful feature of the 
intervention. Overall, participants found the food consumption questionnaire clear, with enough information, 
easy to answer, and not time consuming. Nevertheless, some participants highlighted that the items targeting 
the proportion of whole grains and virgin olive oil should be reformulated, to provide the option of reporting 
“no consumption”, or predefined values of percentages instead of asking a specific amount. No major problems 
with the app were reported, although some improvements were proposed, such as the option of going back to 
change some previous answers within the same questionnaire, having a repository where they could find the 
information sent through the text messages along the study, showing a graph that allows them to follow their 
diets´ evolution over time, and receiving a personalized report or notification with the adequate or inadequate 
consumption according to their dietary questionnaires (see Table 3 and Additional File 8). The frequency of 
text messages, feedback sessions and prompts to answer food consumption questionnaires were found to be 
adequate.

Effects of the intervention on dietary composition
Results from the group level analyses indicated a significant linear weekly increase in the composite score of 
0.04 points (95% CI 0.03, 0.05) (Conditional R2 = 0.55; F (1,157) = 66.58; p < 0.001); in other words, the score 
of sustainable diets improved of 0.04 points on our 10-point scale for every week in the study. Using phase (i.e., 
baseline, intervention, and follow-up) as the independent variable, the models highlighted significant increases 
of 1.25 (95% CI: 0.83, 1.66) and 1.85 points (95% CI 1.43, 2.28) compared to baseline for the intervention and 
follow-up phases, respectively (Conditional R2 = 0.57; F (2,156) = 37.50; p < 0.001). Average (standard deviation) 
score at baseline was 3.53 (0.75), during the intervention 4.80 (1.05) and during the follow-up phase 5.38 (1.04), 
the score being bounded between 0 and 10 points. Stratified analyses by sex showed similar findings for women 
and men. Figure 2 shows the changes in the composite scores for each participant.

Figure  3 highlights the individual changes in the consumption of the specific food groups between the 
baseline and follow-up phases. Most participants presented a significant increase in their fruit and vegetable 
consumption (11 participants out of 12, with four presenting large effect sizes). Seven participants significantly 
reduced their intake of red and processed meat and their consumption of sugary, salty and ultra-processed 
foods (with two participants presenting large effect size for red and processed meat). Half of the participants 
significantly increased their proportional intake of whole grains (two participants presenting large effect 
sizes) and virgin olive oil (one participant presenting large effect size). A minority significantly increased their 
consumption of legumes (five participants, two presenting large effect sizes), as well as nuts and seeds (five 
participants). Four participants significantly decreased their intake of dairy products (all of them showing large 
effect sizes) and sodas (one presenting large effect size). One participant significantly reduced their consumption 
of the composite group gathering white meat, eggs and fish. No participants exhibited significant dietary changes 
in an unexpected direction. Additional File 9 displays the individual time series for each participant and food 
group, and group level results can be seen in Additional File 10.

Changes in other key behaviors for dietary sustainability were assessed qualitatively (see Table 4 for examples 
of comments related to each behavior, and Additional File 11 for further details at the individual level). Regarding 
behaviors for environmental sustainability, most participants (9/12 participants) did not typically waste food 
before entering the study. Nevertheless, two of them reported to feel even more conscious about the relevance 
of not wasting food after the intervention. The other three participants indicated that they did not pay attention 
to food waste before the intervention, but that being in the study increased their awareness of its relevance and 
helped them to reduce food waste. Three participants mentioned that the intervention made them seek in-
season products when buying fresh food, and another three participants reported avoiding food packaging as 
much as possible, especially plastic, following the intervention.

Regarding the socio-economic aspects of food (see Table 4 and Additional File 11), four participants reported 
that the intervention encouraged them to routinely purchase food from small markets (another one already used 
to do it before the study), three started to actively seek fair-trade coffee (another one already mentioned to do 
it before the study), and one specifically mentioned that, because of the intervention, they were committed to 
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ordering delivery foods only from places with fair riders’ conditions. Four participants expressed a new focus 
on seeking locally grown food. Two participants emphasized that they started to buy free-range eggs because 
of animal welfare concerns. On the other hand, four participants acknowledged the importance of considering 
working conditions in the food system or buying directly from producers, but did not change their habits in this 
regard.

All participants noted that participating in the study enabled them to increase their knowledge about 
sustainable diets (e.g., breaking down nutritional myths and broadening their knowledge of the different 
dimensions of dietary sustainability), as long as they were more aware of their food consumption.

Discussion
This pilot study examined the feasibility, acceptability, and efficacy of an innovative eating behavior change 
intervention promoting sustainable diets over a year. Except for the recruitment, where only 13% of the interested 
individuals met our inclusion criteria, the intervention feasibility was underscored by a notable 100% retention 
rate. Moreover, the intervention and evaluation were well-received by participants and exhibited a high level of 
engagement. In addition to its viability, the intervention proved effective in fostering positive shifts in sustainable 
dietary behaviors for the majority of the participants. Over time, discernible changes were observed in food 
consumption at the group level, during the intervention, and 24 weeks later. Increases in the consumption of 
fruits and vegetables, as well as reductions in red and processed meats and sugary, salty, and ultraprocessed 
foods, were the most widely observed dietary changes among participants. Qualitative findings pointed out 
improvements in other behaviors crucial for dietary sustainability, including a reduction in food waste and 
increased awareness of environmental and socio-economic factors, influencing food choices.

Recruitment
Regarding feasibility, only 13% of individuals who completed the eligibility survey met our inclusion criteria. 
Most (73 out of 82 excluded individuals) were left out because they presented high baseline scores for sustainable 
diets, leaving minimal scope for improvement. This issue could be addressed in future studies by either adopting 

Domains Main findings Examples of comments

Text messages

Participants really appreciated receiving recipes and other practical tips that they can implement in 
their daily routines. Even they mentioned they would like to have received more notifications of this 
type. Participants also liked messages related to the food environmental impact and socio-economic 
aspects, and those were considered novel and stimulating. On the other hand, two participants said 
that they were expecting (and probably would have preferred) tailored notifications
The frequency of receiving text messages in the app (twice per week, Tuesdays and Fridays), and 
the time spent on reading them was considered adequate. Only one participant said that some 
notifications were too long

Id8: "One thing to highlight: the recipes. The fact of 
receiving those tips, those ideas to make small changes or 
recipes applicable in the day to day, which can be repeated. 
It’s a starting point. That’s a big help.”
Id9: “The notifications that explained the real 
environmental impact of food. I´ve also found recipes 
interesting. I was also happy to see what kind of dishes I 
could cook with legumes. That also gives me ideas.”
Id3: “I thought the messages would be more tailored, 
like an analysis of my responses. And I didn’t find them 
individualized, I found them generalists […] I could have 
found that information by any other means.”

Individual 
feedback sessions

Participants found the feedback sessions really useful to reflect on the evolution of their diet, resolve 
any doubt they could have, and because the individualized advice and tips they received. Indeed, six 
participants specifically highlighted those sessions as the most useful feature of the intervention
The frequency of having the feedback sessions (every one month and a half approximately) was 
considered adequate, as there was enough time from one to the other to implement the provided 
advice

Id10: “It seems to me that it has served me even more than 
the messages, because we were targeting what I didn’t know 
or something I thought was in a way and it wasn’t. Some 
things suddenly arise and then you clarify.”
Id3: “I think it’s [frequency] okay. I wouldn’t shorten it. 
That is, to do it more often, because I needed some time 
after the feedback to adapt my food habits.”

Dietary 
questionnaire

Participants found the dietary questionnaire clear, with enough information, easy to answer and no 
time consuming. However, 2 participants said that responding it during 14 days in a row during the 
baseline period was very intense. Nevertheless, from there, as the frequency was reduced and they 
had got used to it, they did not have that feeling anymore. Only one participant said that answering 
the 7 days within a week was burdensome
Seven participants highlighted that responding the questionnaire was useful to be aware about their 
food consumption. Indeed, four participants mentioned that the frequency could be increased to 
every other week during the intervention and follow up periods to pay more attention to their diet
On the other hand, several participants pointed that the items targeting the proportion of whole 
grains and added fats should be reformulated, providing: the option of reporting “no consumption”; 
predefined values of percentages instead of asking participants a specific amount; and information 
about how to quantify unknown oils or fats added at the restoration level

Id8: “The questionnaire is understandable. It is not 
something difficult, it is easy to answer […] I think it is very 
complete, very accessible for anyone to answer.”
Id1: “Just doing the daily questionnaire every three weeks, 
you’re realizing if you’re eating a lot of one thing or very 
little of another.” “I would rather have it for more weeks to 
get a better idea of what I eat”
Id12: “There were days that I didn’t use oil, for example, 
what should I register?"

App

Two participants reported that some links sent through the mobile application did not work 
properly. One said that the notifications and eating behavior questionnaire reception was not 
alerted in her app (she routinely checked the app to find if she had received any notification or 
questionnaire). Beyond that, no major problem with the app was reported. Besides participants 
found the app simple to use, they suggested some improvements, such as the option of going back to 
change some previous answers within the same questionnaire, having a repository where they could 
find the information sent through the notifications along the study, showing a graph that allows 
them to follow their diets´ evolution over time, and receiving a personalized report or notification 
with the adequacy or inadequacy of their food consumption according to their eating behavior 
questionnaires along the last week

Id5: “In the app, the possibility of modifying the answer on 
previous items of the same questionnaire.”
Id6: “I would put a repository where I could go back to all 
this [the messages sent]."
Id9: “It might help to visualize my progress […], with some 
bars to see my evolution, maybe.”
Id6: “Alerts could be implemented ´This week you have 
eaten too much meat´ or ´You have not eaten enough 
vegetables´. The negative, but also the positive. ´You’ve 
eaten more vegetables this week.´"

Overall study
Participants liked been involved in the study. All of them would recommend relatives and friends to 
take part of it, mainly to increase their awareness about their own diet and the necessity of following 
a sustainable diet

Id11: “I’d recommend it. I believe that it can help them to be 
aware of what they are consuming, of the impact that this 
hyperconsumption that we have in the society causes to the 
planet. If we multiply it [the positive effects of being in the 
study] by many people, this will generate a positive impact.”

Table 3.  Qualitative findings regarding acceptability of the intervention and evaluation procedures.
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a less stringent threshold―assuming that those with higher scores can still optimize their behaviors―or by 
revising our recruitment strategy. Relying on email communication within a global health research institution, 
social media and word-of-mouth as our primary means of reaching potential participants may have limited 
participant diversity, resulting in most potential participants presenting high sustainable diet scores49. Efforts in 
future large-scale iterations should aim to diversify recruitment avenues, reaching a broader and diverse group 
of people and therefore increasing recruitment capacity. Additionally, depending on future interventions’ scope, 
it could be important to engage more deprived and less educated samples of participants as these individuals 
might be less likely to benefit from existing interventions delivered via digital or mobile means50,51. Future 
recruitment strategies could be improved by using social media with targeted advertising towards harder to 
reach individuals, or collaborating more closely with relevant institutions, such as faculties, health providers, or 
NGOs, to reach a more diverse sample52–54.

Engagement with and acceptability of the study procedures
Despite the unique sampling frequency of this study making direct comparisons with previous research difficult, 
both qualitative and quantitative data showed positive outcomes for both the intervention and evaluation 
features used in this study. First, regarding the text messages, all were read and received an average score of 
84 out of 100 for their usefulness, informativeness, and motivational value. Second, regarding the feedback 
sessions, all participants except three attended all three sessions. Results from the qualitative interviews also 
revealed that half of the participants (6 out of 12) perceived the feedbacks as the most useful intervention feature, 
which is in line with prior research indicating that digital intervention users expect to receive feedback on their 
behaviours55.

Regarding the evaluations, participants completed an average of 86% of the 105 food consumption 
questionnaires, with qualitative data revealing high overall satisfaction with the questionnaire and relative 
procedure (i.e., implementation in the app, sampling frequency). Together with the design of our questionnaire, 
the good response rate might have been positively influenced by the monetary incentives offered (10 euros 
per valid week of measure56). However, three participants indicated that financial incentives were unnecessary 

Fig. 2.  Dietary weekly score at the individual level over the course of the study. Note: The composite score 
ranges from 0 to 10, with 0 representing the least optimal diet and 10 indicating the most optimal diet in 
terms of healthiness and environmental sustainability. Vertical dashed lines represent the transitions between 
the baseline and intervention phases (first dashed line), and between the intervention and follow-up phases 
(second dashed line).
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given the personal benefits they gained from participating in the intervention. If these incentives could pose 
scalability challenges for future studies, potential solutions include decreasing the monetary compensation for 
valid assessments, adjusting the sampling frequency of food consumption to every four, five, or six weeks, and 
further reinforcing the self-monitoring nature and the personal benefits derived from these evaluations (i.e., 
participants indicated that they would have preferred to use the questionnaire even more frequently, and have 
access to their responses throughout the study, as a way to track their own behavior changes over time; see Table 
3 and Additional File 8).

Although the overall dietary assessment was positively perceived by the participants, potential improvements 
were suggested. Notably, three participants recommended to add the option to report “no consumption” for 
items assessing the proportion of whole grains and virgin olive oil. Implementing their suggestions could help 
participants provide more accurate data in future studies.

Outcomes Examples of comments

Reduced food waste
Id2: “The truth is that I’m much more conscious. I mean, I used to be, too, and I was trying to make it [food waste] as small as possible. But 
I don’t know, somehow I’m more aware.”
Id9: “I did focus more on consuming those foods that I saw that were going to spoil in the fridge, or instead of cooking, I say ´why don’t I try 
to finish the leftovers? Or why not these leftovers that I left yesterday for lunch or dinner?´”

Increased in-season products consumption Id11: “This is something that used to be difficult to me before because I’m not from here. From where I am, we have everything all year 
around. Then here it was a little bit harder. But now I know the in-season products, such as now cherries, and strawberries too.”

Reduced food packaging
Id8: “We do not go to the supermarket to avoid buying it [food] in plastic containers.”
Id11: “I try, of course, to buy without so many plastic containers. And I avoid even using a compostable bag in the [supermarket name], for 
instance for tomatoes. Now tomatoes go without bag and so, I avoid all these plastics.”

Increased consideration of socio-economic 
aspects

Id2: “I’ve definitely noticed a change. I don’t buy all that fruit and vegetables anymore at the supermarket. So in this sense I do go to the 
fruit shop, much more than I did before. I mean, I tried to support local businesses and make the system more sustainable"
Id3: “I have tried to go more to farmer markets. Yes, I have tried, but of course, it is also not comfortable, you can only go on Saturday 
morning. I don’t find it accessible, the price also skyrockets. But at least I try to eat products produced locally and in-season.”
Id5: "I had already started to buy more local food, more in bulk, but it is true that this has been encouraged a lot [during the study] and 
I am more aware, thanks to the feedback meetings, to take into account working conditions, take into account where they come from and 
also not only where they come from, but also take into account the social factor that represents where the food we eat comes from.”

Increased consideration of animal welfare Id3: “Regarding eggs, I now always buy from number one [fee range hens]. Additionally, I've achieved that the fruit store at my 
neighborhood, which sells eggs in bulk, switch from stocking code three (cage-hen) eggs to code one (free-range) eggs.”

Increased knowledge
Id12: “I did not know that dietary sustainability also considers how people who are involved in the system are treated. I thought it was 
exclusively related to the environment, but not to also take people into account. […] I thought juices were healthy and I realized that besides 
being natural, they have a lot of sugars and it is much better to eat the whole fruit. Or legumes, I had no idea they were so beneficial.”

Table 4.  Examples of qualitative findings on behavior changes in key practices for sustainable diets observed 
during the study.

 

Fig. 3.  Dietary changes across targeted food groups at the individual level, comparing follow-up periods 
to baseline. Note: NAP Non-overlap of all pairs. Positive values indicate an increase in consumption, while 
negative values indicate a decrease. A value of 0 signifies no change. *: p < 0.05; **: p < 0.01; ***: p < 0.001. 
Grey bars indicate no significant changes, the lightest orange bars represent significant changes with p-values 
between 0.01 and 0.05, the medium orange bars represent significant changes with p-values between 0.001 
and 0.01, and the darkest orange bars indicate significant changes with p-values less than 0.001. Dashed lines 
represent large effect sizes (NAP values above 72%).
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Effect of the intervention
There was a small but significant linear improvement in the composite score over the study period at the 
group level, with the highest scores observed during the follow-up phase. As hypothesised, this suggests that 
dietary change in the study was likely progressive rather than abrupt57. This trend aligns with the iterative 
nature of our intervention, particularly the feedback sessions based on previous dietary measures, and the 
cumulative information delivered through text messages. Together, these elements may have supported gradual 
improvements58, although neither our study design nor analytical strategies aimed to test the specific influence 
of these two interventional features on dietary change.

Text messages
The content of the text messages likely partly influenced the observed patterns in food group consumption 
depicted in Fig. 3. Specifically, the messages highlighted the environmental impact of animal products, with a 
strong emphasis on red and processed meats and dairy products, while comparatively less attention was given 
to white meat, fish, and eggs. Mirroring the nature of the text messages, seven participants significantly reduced 
their consumption of red and processed meats, and five reduced their dairy intake, whereas only one participant 
decreased their consumption of white meat, fish, and eggs.

Furthermore, our text messages fostered a comprehensive understanding crucial for adopting dietary 
sustainability beyond diet composition. These messages addressed a wide range of environmental and socio-
economic issues, such as reducing food waste, choosing minimally packaged and in-season products, and 
considering socio-economic aspects and animal welfare when making food purchases—topics not deliberately 
targeted in the feedback sessions. Although not quantitatively assessed, several participants reported 
improvements in these behaviors following the intervention (see Table 4 and Additional File 10).

As further improvements of this intervention feature, participants particularly appreciated the recipes. As 
these comprised only 10% of the messages sent, future interventions could increase the number of recipes 
provided. Indeed, providing practical tips in addition to theoretical knowledge about dietary guidelines is key 
to promoting dietary behaviour change59. Additionally, participants pointed out that having a repository of all 
the received messages in the app would be useful for keeping this information available during the intervention. 
Enhancing the layout of these messages could be also crucial for effectively conveying the information and 
engaging less motivated users. A visually appealing design can capture attention and encourage interaction, 
especially for users who may otherwise lack interest.

Tailored feedback sessions
Results from the qualitative analyses showed that participants perceived the individual feedback sessions as 
the most valuable aspect of the intervention (6 participants out of 12; refers to Table 3 and Additional File 8). 
This finding aligns with existing literature, which emphasizes the effectiveness of personalized feedbacks for 
eating behavior change58,60,61. This also strongly suggests that this intervention feature should be maintained 
in future iterations of the study. Acknowledging that this could be the most difficult feature to scale-up, and 
based on the feedback provided by our participants, a potential solution could involve integrating automated, 
algorithm-based, individual feedbacks using the data gathered from the dietary questionnaires. Nonetheless, the 
current evidence remains inconclusive on whether algorithm-generated feedback is as effective as individualized 
feedback delivered by a trained nutritionist on dietary change62. If future randomized controlled trials prove 
algorithm-generated feedback effective in promoting sustainable diets, an intervention based on repeated 
dietary assessments could be relatively easily implemented via a specific app, as it has already been done for 
other behaviors (see for example63). Human-generated feedback could then be reserved for specific situations 
depending on the project’s human and financial resources, and/or for the participants not responding to the first 
phases of the intervention.

The food consumption questionnaire as a self-monitoring tool
Although our intensive longitudinal measures of food consumption did not aim at influencing behavior change, 
it is possible that the evaluations acted as a self-monitoring tool in this study64,65. Indeed, seven participants 
mentioned that answering the dietary questionnaire was useful to self-monitor their diet, and four individuals 
even suggested to increase the number of evaluation weeks to further have the opportunity to monitor their 
food consumption (see Table 3 and Additional File 8). Future iterations of this study could enhance this self-
monitoring feature by, for example, showing a graph that allows participants to track their dietary evolution over 
time, as suggested by some participants (see Table 3 and Additional File 8).

Strengths, limitations and perspectives
This pilot study represents one of the first behavior change interventions aiming at promoting sustainable diets in 
a holistic way. While there have been previous attempts to promote such dietary patterns (see for example15,16), 
our study offers a broader scope, considering not only diet composition, but also other behaviors essential for 
targeting environmental and socio-economic aspect of sustainable diets. Another strength of this study resides 
in the longitudinal, quantitative and qualitative, data collected, allowing us to deepen our understanding of the 
study’s feasibility and impact. The brief and continuous assessment implemented through the app provided 
a high-resolution view of the changes in food consumption, yielding useful information for improving our 
understanding of the overall behavior change process in comparison with studies using traditional, low-
resolution measurement paradigms (eg, pre- and post- intervention).

This study has also several limitations. The first limitation of our study is the recruitment strategy, which 
likely led to a relatively homogenous―particularly in terms of socioeconomic level―and motivated 
sample. Consequently, alongside the small sample size, the results cannot be generalized to a broader population. 
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Future iterations of similar studies should invest more resources for the recruitment strategies in order to include 
more diverse populations (i.e., including individuals from lower socio-economic backgrounds). Second, the 
fact that we decided to use a custom, non-validated, questionnaire and scoring procedure to measure our main 
outcome implies that results regarding the intervention’s effect on behaviors should be taken cautiously. The 
rationale behind using this custom tool, rather than relying on more classic food frequency questionnaire, 
lies in (i) our willingness to capture dynamic, repeated, and in-context changes in sustainable diets, making 
the utilization of available food frequency questionnaires not relevant, and (ii) the pilot nature of this study, 
which also aimed at pre-testing our questionnaire before running a proper validation study which is ongoing. 
Preliminary findings on the validation study indicate initial validity of this tool to assess healthy diets with low 
environmental impact66. Third, the blended nature of this study, together with its specific design, precludes 
to test the specific contribution of each interventional features (i.e., text messages, feedback sessions and self-
monitoring via the food consumption questionnaire) towards behavior change. This could be approached in 
future with appropriate study designs67,68. Fourth, the qualitative evaluation of the intervention’s effect was 
conducted through interviews that specifically targeted diet composition and food waste, but just broadly 
addressed other key sustainable behaviors (e.g., opting for minimally packaged or in-season foods). To fully 
capture the intervention’s effect on those behaviors, it would be relevant to (i) refine the interviews’ structure to 
deliberately target changes in these behaviors, and (ii) design questionnaires to provide quantitative measures of 
these behaviors. Finally, in the long run, other challenges could be addressed regarding scalability, such as: the 
cultural adaptation of this intervention to different countries, cultures, and languages; transitioning the focus 
from individuals to households; and, implementing a relatively similar version of this intervention in more 
inclusive contexts, such as public health offices or healthcare centers.

Conclusion
This pilot study demonstrates that a blended digital intervention can effectively promote sustainable diets in a 
holistic manner. It provides valuable insights for the design, optimization, and implementation of future digital 
interventions aimed at facilitating individual behavior change in more diverse and representative samples. 
Looking ahead, a more refined and enhanced version of the intervention, ideally through a randomized 
controlled trial, should be tested in a larger and more diverse population to further validate its effectiveness and 
generalizability.

Data availability
The datasets generated and analyzed during the current study are available in Open Science Framework: ​h​t​t​p​s​:​
/​/​o​s​f​.​i​o​/​6​s​c​f​t​/​​​​​​

Received: 14 August 2024; Accepted: 1 January 2025

References
	 1.	 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; Bioversity International; Burlingame, B.; Dernini, S.(eds.) Sustainable 

diets and biodiversity. 309 p.; ill. ISBN: 978-92-5-107288-2 https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/104606. (2012).
	 2.	 Springmann, M. et al. Health and nutritional aspects of sustainable diet strategies and their association with environmental 

impacts: a global modelling analysis with country-level detail. Lancet Planet. Health 2, e451–e461. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​S​2​5​4​2​-​5​
1​9​6​(​1​8​)​3​0​2​0​6​-​7​​​​ (2018).

	 3.	 Springmann, M., Godfray, H. C. J., Rayner, M. & Scarborough, P. Analysis and valuation of the health and climate change cobenefits 
of dietary change. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 113, 4146–4151 (2016).

	 4.	 Springmann, M. et al. The healthiness and sustainability of national and global food based dietary guidelines: modelling study. 
BMJ 370, m2322. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m2322 (2020).

	 5.	 Consumo/EC-JRC, M. d. Sostenibilidad del consumo en España. Evaluación del impacto ambiental asociado a los patrones de 
consumo mediante Análisis del Ciclo de Vida. (2022). ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​/​/​w​w​w​.​​d​s​c​a​.​g​​o​b​.​e​s​/​​s​i​t​e​s​​/​d​e​f​a​u​​l​t​/​f​i​l​​e​s​/​p​r​e​​n​s​a​/​I​​n​f​o​r​m​e​​_​d​e​_​S​o​​s​t​e​n​i​b​​i​l​i​d​
a​​d​_​d​e​l​_​​c​o​n​s​u​m​​o​_​e​n​_​E​​s​p​a​n​%​C​C​%​8​3​a​_​E​U​_​M​i​n​C​o​n​.​p​d​f

	 6.	 Mancini, L., Valente, A., Barbero Vignola, G., Sanyé Mengual, E. & Sala, S. Social footprint of European food production and 
consumption. Sustain. Product. Consum. 35, 287–299. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2022.11.005 (2023).

	 7.	 Willett, W. et al. Food in the Anthropocene: the EAT–Lancet Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. Lancet 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4 (2019).

	 8.	 Springmann, M. et al. Options for keeping the food system within environmental limits. Nature 562, 519–525. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​
1​0​3​8​/​s​4​1​5​8​6​-​0​1​8​-​0​5​9​4​-​0​​​​ (2018).

	 9.	 Marsden, T., Banks, J. & Bristow, G. Food supply chain approaches: Exploring their role in rural development. Sociol. Rural. 40, 
424–438. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00158 (2000).

	10.	 Vittersø, G. et al. Short food supply chains and their contributions to sustainability: Participants’ views and perceptions from 12 
European cases. Sustainability 11, 4800 (2019).

	11.	 IPES-Food. Too Big To Feed: Exploring the Impacts of Mega-Mergers, Consolidation and Concentration of Power in the Agrifood 
Sector. (2017).

	12.	 García-González, Á., Achón, M., Carretero Krug, A., Varela-Moreiras, G. & Alonso-Aperte, E. Food sustainability knowledge and 
attitudes in the Spanish adult population: A cross-sectional study. Nutrients https://doi.org/10.3390/nu12103154 (2020).

	13.	 Fresán, U. et al. Knowledge, attitude, and patient advice on sustainable diets among Spanish health professionals. Front. Nutr. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2023.1182226 (2023).

	14.	 Masri, M. A., & König, L. M. Same or different? A cross-cultural comparison of the perception of healthy and sustainable diets. 
(2023).

	15.	 Lares-Michel, M. et al. Sustainable-psycho-nutritional intervention programme for a sustainable diet (the ‘NutriSOS’ study) and its 
effects on eating behaviour, diet quality, nutritional status, physical activity, metabolic biomarkers, gut microbiota and water and 
carbon footprints in Mexican population: study protocol of an mHealth randomised controlled trial. Br. J. Nutr. 130, 1823–1838. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0007114523000843 (2023).

	16.	 Sullivan, R. K. et al. Smartphone apps for measuring human health and climate change co-benefits: A comparison and quality 
rating of available apps. JMIR mHealth uHealth 4, e135. https://doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.5931 (2016).

Scientific Reports |         (2025) 15:2052 12| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://osf.io/6scft/
https://osf.io/6scft/
https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/104606
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30206-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30206-7
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m2322
https://www.dsca.gob.es/sites/default/files/prensa/Informe_de_Sostenibilidad_del_consumo_en_Espan%CC%83a_EU_MinCon.pdf
https://www.dsca.gob.es/sites/default/files/prensa/Informe_de_Sostenibilidad_del_consumo_en_Espan%CC%83a_EU_MinCon.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2022.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0594-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0594-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00158
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu12103154
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2023.1182226
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0007114523000843
https://doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.5931
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


	17.	 Gephart, J. A. et al. Environmental performance of blue foods. Nature 597, 360–365. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03889-2 
(2021).

	18.	 Chand, A. Bias in fishery stock assessment models. Nat. Food 5, 720–720. https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-024-01052-4 (2024).
	19.	 Cooke, S. J. et al. Towards vibrant fish populations and sustainable fisheries that benefit all: learning from the last 30 years to inform 

the next 30 years. Rev. Fish Biol. Fish. 33, 317–347. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11160-023-09765-8 (2023).
	20.	 Conrad, Z. et al. Relationship between food waste, diet quality, and environmental sustainability. PLoS ONE 13, e0195405. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​

/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​3​7​1​/​j​o​u​r​n​a​l​.​p​o​n​e​.​0​1​9​5​4​0​5​​​​ (2018).
	21.	 Fresán, U. et al. A smartphone intervention to promote a sustainable healthy diet: Protocol for a pilot study. JMIR Res. Protoc. 12, 

e41443. https://doi.org/10.2196/41443 (2023).
	22.	 Fresán, U., Paquito, B., Soares, V. A., Lloyd, S. j., Housni, F. E., & Chevance, G. Individual behaviour change for sustainable healthy 

diets: why, for whom and how. https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/h943v (2022).
	23.	 Knittle, K. et al. The compendium of self-enactable techniques to change and self-manage motivation and behaviour v.1.0. Nat. 

Hum. Behav. 4, 215–223. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0798-9 (2020).
	24.	 Kepper, M. et al. The impact of behavior change counseling delivered via a digital health tool versus routine care among adolescents 

with obesity: Pilot randomized feasibility study. JMIR Form. Res. 8, e55731. https://doi.org/10.2196/55731 (2024).
	25.	 St-Amour, S. et al. Effects of supervised physical exercise on emotions among adult women with a diagnostic of borderline 

personality disorder: A series of mixed method single-case experimental trials combined with ecological momentary assessment. 
Asian J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 4, 46–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajsep.2024.05.002 (2024).

	26.	 Taylor, J. C. et al. Perspective: A framework for addressing dynamic food consumption processes. Adv. Nutr. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​
9​3​/​a​d​v​a​n​c​e​s​/​n​m​a​b​1​5​6​​​​ (2022).

	27.	 Monteiro, C. A., Cannon, G., Lawrence, M., Costa Louzada, M.L. and Pereira Machado, P. . Ultra-processed foods, diet quality, and 
health using the NOVA classification system. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​/​/​o​p​e​n​​k​n​o​w​l​e​​d​g​e​.​f​a​​o​.​o​r​g​​/​s​e​r​v​e​​r​/​a​p​i​/​​c​o​r​e​/​b​​i​t​s​t​r​​e​a​m​s​/​5​​2​7​7​b​3​7​​9​-​0​a​c​b​​-​4​d​9​7​​-​a​6​a​
3​-​​6​0​2​7​7​4​​1​0​4​6​2​9​​/​c​o​n​t​e​n​t (2019).

	28.	 FAO and WHO. 2019. Sustainable healthy diets – Guiding principles. Rome ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​/​/​w​w​w​.​​w​h​o​.​i​n​​t​/​p​u​b​l​​i​c​a​t​i​​o​n​s​/​i​/​​i​t​e​m​/​9​​7​8​9​2​4​1​​5​1​6​
6​4​8

	29.	 World Health Organization. Healthy diet. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​/​/​w​w​w​.​​w​h​o​.​i​n​​t​/​n​e​w​s​​-​r​o​o​m​​/​f​a​c​t​-​​s​h​e​e​t​s​​/​d​e​t​a​i​​l​/​h​e​a​l​t​h​y​-​d​i​e​t.
	30.	 Sociedad Española de Nutrición Comunitaria (SENC). Guía de la alimentación saludable para atención primaria y colectivos 

ciudadanos. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​/​/​w​w​w​.​​n​u​t​r​i​c​​i​o​n​c​o​m​​u​n​i​t​a​​r​i​a​.​o​r​​g​/​e​s​/​n​​o​t​i​c​i​a​​/​g​u​i​a​​-​a​l​i​m​e​​n​t​a​c​i​o​​n​-​s​a​l​u​​d​a​b​l​e​-​a​p
	31.	 Carbajal A, Sánchez-Muniz FJ. Guía de prácticas. En: Nutrición y dietética pp: 1a130a. MT García-Arias, MC García-Fernández 

(Eds). Secretariado de Publicaciones y Medios Audiovisuales. Universidad de León (2003)
	32.	 Thompson, F. E. & Byers, T. Dietary assessment resource manual. J. Nutr. 124, 2245s–2317s. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​9​3​/​j​n​/​1​2​4​.​s​u​p​p​l​_​

1​1​.​2​2​4​5​s​​​​ (1994).
	33.	 Poore, J. & Nemecek, T. Reducing food’s environmental impacts through producers and consumers. Science 360, 987–992 (2018).
	34.	 IPCC. Mitigation of Climate Change. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/ (2022).
	35.	 Clark, M. A., Springmann, M., Hill, J. & Tilman, D. Multiple health and environmental impacts of foods. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. 

S. A. 116, 23357–23362. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1906908116 (2019).
	36.	 Fresan, U. & Sabate, J. Vegetarian diets: Planetary health and its alignment with human health. Adv. Nutr. 10, S380–S388. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​

o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​9​3​/​a​d​v​a​n​c​e​s​/​n​m​z​0​1​9​​​​ (2019).
	37.	 Aleksandrowicz, L., Green, R., Joy, E. J. M., Smith, P. & Haines, A. The impacts of dietary change on greenhouse gas emissions, land 

use, water use, and health: A systematic review. PloS ONE 11, e0165797–e0165797. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0165797 
(2016).

	38.	 Berardy, A. et al. Environmental impacts of foods in the Adventist health study-2 dietary questionnaire. Sustainability 12, 10267 
(2020).

	39.	 Gaples Institute. Guide for Clinicians: Sustainable Diets. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​/​/​w​w​w​.​​g​a​p​l​e​s​​i​n​s​t​i​t​​u​t​e​.​o​​r​g​/​s​u​s​​t​a​i​n​a​b​​l​e​-​d​i​e​​t​s​-​c​l​i​n​i​c​i​a​n​s​/#.
	40.	 van Daalen, K. R. et al. The 2022 Europe report of the Lancet Countdown on health and climate change: towards a climate resilient 

future. Lancet Public Health 7, e942–e965. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(22)00197-9 (2022).
	41.	 Swithers, S. E. Not-so-healthy sugar substitutes?. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci. 9, 106–110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2016.03.003 

(2016).
	42.	 FAO. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2022. Towards Blue Transformation. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​​/​​/​o​p​e​n​k​n​o​w​l​e​d​g​​e​.​f​​a​​o​.​o​​r​​g​/​s​e​r​v​​​e​r​/​​a​p​​

i​/​c​​o​r​​e​/​b​i​t​​s​t​r​​e​a​m​​s​/​a​2​0​9​​​0​0​4​2​​​-​8​c​d​a​​​-​4​f​3​​5​-​​9​8​8​1​-​1​​6​f​6​3​0​​​2​c​e​7​5​7​/​c​o​n​t​e​n​t (2022).
	43.	 EFSA Panel on Nutrition, N. F. et al. Tolerable upper intake level for dietary sugars. EFSA Journal 20, e07074, ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​2​

9​0​3​/​j​.​e​f​s​a​.​2​0​2​2​.​7​0​7​4​​​​ (2022).
	44.	 MAXQDA, Software for qualitative data analysis, 1989 – 2024, VERBI Software. Consult. Sozialforschung GmbH, Berlin, Germany 

URL: https://www.maxqda.com
	45.	 Parker, R. I. & Vannest, K. An improved effect size for single-case research: Nonoverlap of all pairs. Behav. Ther. 40, 357–367. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2008.10.006 (2009).
	46.	 Vannest, K. J. & Ninci, J. Evaluating intervention effects in single-case research designs. J. Counsel. Dev. 93, 403–411. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​

r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​0​2​/​j​c​a​d​.​1​2​0​3​8​​​​ (2015).
	47.	 Beukers, J., & Chevance, G. Sustainable diets intervention https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/6SCFT (2024).
	48.	 Gale, N. K., Heath, G., Cameron, E., Rashid, S. & Redwood, S. Using the framework method for the analysis of qualitative data in 

multi-disciplinary health research. BMC Med. Res. Methodol. 13, 117. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-13-117 (2013).
	49.	 Azizi Fard, N., De Francisci Morales, G., Mejova, Y. & Schifanella, R. On the interplay between educational attainment and 

nutrition: a spatially-aware perspective. EPJ Data Sci. 10, 18. https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-021-00273-y (2021).
	50.	 Szinay, D., Jones, A., Chadborn, T., Brown, J. & Naughton, F. Influences on the uptake of and engagement with health and well-

being smartphone apps: Systematic review. J. Med. Internet Res. 22, e17572. https://doi.org/10.2196/17572 (2020).
	51.	 Szinay, D. et al. Is the uptake, engagement and effectiveness of mobile interventions for the promotion of weight-related behaviours 

equal for all?. Obes. Rev. 24(3), e13542. https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13542.2022 (2023).
	52.	 Krukowski, R. A. et al. Digital health interventions for all? Examining inclusivity across all stages of the digital health intervention 

research process. Trials 25, 98. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-024-07937-w (2024).
	53.	 König, L. M. et al. Reducing intervention- and research-induced inequalities to tackle the digital divide in health promotion. Int. 

J. Equity Health 22, 249. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-023-02055-6 (2023).
	54.	 Olivier, C., Hunt, M. R. & Ridde, V. NGO–researcher partnerships in global health research: benefits, challenges, and approaches 

that promote success. Dev. Pract. 26, 444–455. https://doi.org/10.1080/09614524.2016.1164122 (2016).
	55.	 König, L. M., Attig, C., Franke, T. & Renner, B. Barriers to and facilitators for using nutrition apps: Systematic review and conceptual 

framework. JMIR mHealth uHealth 9, e20037. https://doi.org/10.2196/20037 (2021).
	56.	 Michaud, T. L. et al. Effectiveness of incentives to improve the reach of health promotion programs- a systematic review and meta-

analysis. Prev. Med. 162, 107141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2022.107141 (2022).
	57.	 Heino, M. T. J., Knittle, K., Noone, C., Hasselman, F. & Hankonen, N. Studying behaviour change mechanisms under complexity. 

Behav. Sci. (Basel) https://doi.org/10.3390/bs11050077 (2021).
	58.	 Sherrington, A. et al. Systematic review and meta-analysis of internet-delivered interventions providing personalized feedback for 

weight loss in overweight and obese adults. Obes. Rev. 17, 541–551. https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12396 (2016).

Scientific Reports |         (2025) 15:2052 13| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03889-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-024-01052-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11160-023-09765-8
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0195405
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0195405
https://doi.org/10.2196/41443
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/h943v
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0798-9
https://doi.org/10.2196/55731
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajsep.2024.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmab156
https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmab156
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/5277b379-0acb-4d97-a6a3-602774104629/content
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/5277b379-0acb-4d97-a6a3-602774104629/content
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241516648
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241516648
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/healthy-diet
https://www.nutricioncomunitaria.org/es/noticia/guia-alimentacion-saludable-ap
https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/124.suppl_11.2245s
https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/124.suppl_11.2245s
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1906908116
https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmz019
https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmz019
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0165797
https://www.gaplesinstitute.org/sustainable-diets-clinicians/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(22)00197-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2016.03.003
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/a2090042-8cda-4f35-9881-16f6302ce757/content
https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/a2090042-8cda-4f35-9881-16f6302ce757/content
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2022.7074
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2022.7074
https://www.maxqda.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2008.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcad.12038
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcad.12038
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/6SCFT
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-13-117
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-021-00273-y
https://doi.org/10.2196/17572
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13542.2022
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-024-07937-w
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-023-02055-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614524.2016.1164122
https://doi.org/10.2196/20037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2022.107141
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs11050077
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12396
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


	59.	 de Ridder, D., Kroese, F., Evers, C., Adriaanse, M. & Gillebaart, M. Healthy diet: Health impact, prevalence, correlates, and 
interventions. Psychol. Health 32, 907–941. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2017.1316849 (2017).

	60.	 Mair, J. L. et al. Effective behavior change techniques in digital health interventions for the prevention or management of 
noncommunicable diseases: An umbrella review. Ann. Behav. Med. 57, 817–835. https://doi.org/10.1093/abm/kaad041 (2023).

	61.	 Chen, Y., Perez-Cueto, F. J. A., Giboreau, A., Mavridis, I. & Hartwell, H. The promotion of eating behaviour change through digital 
interventions. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17207488 (2020).

	62.	 Krukowski, R. A., Denton, A. H. & König, L. M. Impact of feedback generation and presentation on self-monitoring behaviors, 
dietary intake, physical activity, and weight: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 21, 3. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​
o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​1​8​6​/​s​1​2​9​6​6​-​0​2​3​-​0​1​5​5​5​-​6​​​​ (2024).

	63.	 Crane, D., Ubhi, H. K., Brown, J. & West, R. Relative effectiveness of a full versus reduced version of the ‘Smoke Free’ mobile 
application for smoking cessation: an exploratory randomised controlled trial. F1000Res ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​2​6​8​8​/​f​1​0​0​0​r​e​s​e​a​r​c​h​.​1​
6​1​4​8​.​2​​​​ (2018).

	64.	 König, L. M., Allmeta, A., Christlein, N., Van Emmenis, M. & Sutton, S. A systematic review and meta-analysis of studies of 
reactivity to digital in-the-moment measurement of health behaviour. Health Psychol. Rev. 16, 551–575. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​8​0​/​1​
7​4​3​7​1​9​9​.​2​0​2​2​.​2​0​4​7​0​9​6​​​​ (2022).

	65.	 French, D. P. et al. Reducing bias in trials due to reactions to measurement: experts produced recommendations informed by 
evidence. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 139, 130–139. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2021.06.028 (2021).

	66.	 Fresán, U. et al. Validity of REFRESH, a new screener for assessing environmentally sustainable and healthy diets. Proceedings 91, 
14 (2023).

	67.	 Klasnja, P. et al. Microrandomized trials: An experimental design for developing just-in-time adaptive interventions. Health 
Psychol. Off. J. Div. Health Psychol. Am. Psychol. Assoc. 34s, 1220–1228. https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000305 (2015).

	68.	 Collins, L. M., Murphy, S. A. & Strecher, V. The multiphase optimization strategy (MOST) and the sequential multiple assignment 
randomized trial (SMART): new methods for more potent eHealth interventions. Am. J. Prev. Med. 32, S112-118. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​
1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​.​a​m​e​p​r​e​.​2​0​0​7​.​0​1​.​0​2​2​​​​ (2007).

Acknowledgements
UF, JB and GC acknowledge support from the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation and State Research 
Agency through the “Centro de Excelencia Severo Ochoa 2019–2023” program (CEX2018-000806-S) and sup-
port from the Generalitat de Catalunya through the Centres de Recerca de Catalunya program. UF has also been 
awarded with a Daniel Carasso postdoctoral fellowship (funded by Fundación Daniel y Nina Carasso), and GC 
with the grant RYC2021-033537-I, supported by MCIN/AEI/https://doi.org/10.13039/501100011033 and by the 
European Union NextGenerationEU/PRTR. Funders has no role in the conceptualization, design, data collec-
tion, analysis, decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Author contributions
Protocol design: UF, SF, PB, AB, VA-S, LMK, GC; Materials and tools development: UF; Implementation and 
data collection: UF; Supervision: GC; Quantitative data analysis: UF, JB, GC; Qualitative data analysis: UF, ML-
M, SF. Writing first manuscript: UF; Manuscript review: all authors; Approval of the final manuscript: all authors.

Declarations

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The research protocol of this project has been approved by the Ethics Board Comité de Ética de la Investigación 
con medicamentos del Parc de Salut MAR (number 2022/10304/I) on October 19th, 2022, and was published 
before starting the implementation, after having been peer-reviewed21. All research was performed in 
accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. Participants signed the informed consent form before being 
enrolled in the study.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​
0​.​1​0​3​8​/​s​4​1​5​9​8​-​0​2​5​-​8​5​3​0​7​-​5​​​​​.​​

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to U.F.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

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

Scientific Reports |         (2025) 15:2052 14| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2017.1316849
https://doi.org/10.1093/abm/kaad041
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17207488
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-023-01555-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-023-01555-6
https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.16148.2
https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.16148.2
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2022.2047096
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2022.2047096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2021.06.028
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.01.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.01.022
https://doi.org/10.13039/501100011033
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports


Open Access   This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 
4.0 International License, which permits any non-commercial use, sharing, distribution and reproduction in 
any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide 
a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if you modified the licensed material. You do not have 
permission under this licence to share adapted material derived from this article or parts of it. The images or 
other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence 
and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to 
obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit ​h​t​t​p​:​/​/​c​r​e​a​t​i​v​e​c​o​m​m​o​
n​s​.​o​r​g​/​l​i​c​e​n​s​e​s​/​b​y​-​n​c​-​n​d​/​4​.​0​/​​​​​.​​

© The Author(s) 2025, corrected publication 2025 

Scientific Reports |         (2025) 15:2052 15| https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85307-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://www.nature.com/scientificreports

	﻿Feasibility and potential effect of a pilot blended digital behavior change intervention promoting sustainable diets over a year
	﻿Methods
	﻿Study population
	﻿Study design
	﻿Intervention
	﻿Measures
	﻿Socio-demographic characteristics of the participants
	﻿Quantitative indicators of feasibility and acceptability
	﻿Quantitative indicators of dietary change
	﻿Qualitative measures


	﻿Data analysis
	﻿Quantitative data
	﻿Qualitative data

	﻿Results
	﻿Sample description, feasibility and acceptability
	﻿Effects of the intervention on dietary composition

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Recruitment
	﻿Engagement with and acceptability of the study procedures
	﻿Effect of the intervention
	﻿Text messages
	﻿Tailored feedback sessions
	﻿The food consumption questionnaire as a self-monitoring tool


	﻿Strengths, limitations and perspectives
	﻿Conclusion
	﻿References


