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Selecting a Marathon Training Program 

 

CHAPTER 1 – Introduction 

 

The marathon is unique in sport because of the combination of great psychological and 

physical stress put on the body.  Running a marathon is not usually something that one 

does “just because.”  As George Sheehan put it, “[the marathon] asks us to forsake 

pleasures, to discipline the body, to find courage, to renew faith and to become one’s own 

person, utterly and completely” (Sheehan, 1980) and “[the marathon] is less a physical 

event than a spiritual encounter” (Noakes, 1991). 

 

The mystery of the marathon was what caught my attention.  Perhaps I did not do enough 

investigating before making my decision because I was one of those people who decided 

I wanted to run a marathon “just because.”  Had I come across those insights from 

Sheehan and Noakes prior to my initial decision, the mystery of the marathon would have 

likely remained just that, a mystery.  Regardless, the decision was made and preparations 

had to begin. 

 

The circumstances at the time of my decision to run a marathon determined the focus for 

this project.  I had a couple factors working against my goal of running a marathon.  The 

first factor was that I was an untrained (beginner) runner who had never run more than 

five miles at any one time.  Besides the running involved in other sports, I had no formal 

running history.  The other factor was time, as there were only two possible marathons 
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that I could choose to run.  The first marathon would allow three months for training and 

the other just over four months.  As the Eugene marathon allowed more time for 

preparation, that was the one selected.  

 

The lack of a formal background in running did not seem an insurmountable obstacle to 

the goal of running a marathon due to my advantages of good fitness and relative youth.  

Most people unfamiliar with the marathon – after first inquiring about the actual distance 

to be ran – expressed doubt as to my ability to run a marathon.  However, people with 

more direct experience had a different reaction.  They understood that a little dedication 

and perseverance were all that it took – pending an injury.  Their words of 

encouragement were simply, “You can do it,” and “Go start running.”  

 

Convinced that running a marathon was possible, my thoughts then went to how I was 

actually going to do it.  I knew there had to be more to training than simply running, but 

exactly what that more was, was unclear to me.  An initial investigation led to a wide 

variety of sources on the web, in print, and in literature.  My sense was that the literature 

sources were the most reliable and widely accepted resources in the running community.  

For this reason, four books were chosen for close examination.  Three of the books were 

selected because of the authors’ widely-recognized contributions to the running 

community and the fourth was selected because of its close relevance to my situation. 

 

Absorbing the advice provided by the authors from their dozens of years of experience 

was difficult enough, but trying to figure out which plan was the best seemed almost as 
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daunting as the actual training.  Since I had no relevant running background, another 

means of evaluation had to be implemented.  The solution to this problem was found in 

the scientific means by which Dr. Jack Daniels shaped his training in Daniels’ Running 

Formula.  The Running Formula would serve as a blueprint to my search for the perfect 

training program because it allowed a framework for objective evaluation.  

 

The project’s chief purpose was to pick a training plan that would properly train me for 

the marathon.  With the untrained runner and roughly four month time-frame limiting the 

training options, adherence to these restrictions had to be verified.  All of the books had 

training programs that roughly met these restrictions, thus making them viable options for 

evaluation. 

 

I chose one plan from each book (a total of four) for examination.  While there was no 

issue meeting the time-frame restriction, I had to make an early assumption about the 

ability restriction.  Since three of the books had multiple plans that were based largely 

upon experience, I chose the lowest level (easiest) plan from each book.  From here, the 

process of evaluating the plans could begin.  The process is presented in Sections 2-6 and 

starts by introducing the selected training plans (Section 2), presenting Daniels’ Running 

Formula (Section 3), going over the specific points of analysis (Section 4), presenting 

initial results (Section 5), and finally, some of my conclusions about the training plans 

and the Formula (Section 6).  The final section also contains the training plan I will use. 
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CHAPTER 2 – The Marathon Training Plans 

 

2.1. The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer 

 
The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer is, as the name suggests, geared towards those who 

would not consider themselves runners.  The book is comprehensive and lays out a clear 

training plan, as well as presenting information about other aspects of training for the 

marathon.  However, the best way to describe the overall plan is: “how to survive a 

marathon.”  

 

The book is co-written by two college professors, David Whitsett and Forrest Dolgener, 

and a former student, Tanjala Mabon Kole.  The book is divided into chapters for each 

week of the training program.  These chapters are then divided into sections for the 

mental aspects, the physical aspects, and first hand experience.  The sections are written 

by psychologist Whitsett, exercise physiologist Dolgener, and Kole, respectively. 

 

The plan itself is the same as the one prepared for a marathon running course taught by 

Whitsett and Dolgener.  While geared towards a beginner, a starting running base of 3 

continuous miles is assumed.  The plan goes for 16 weeks leading up to the actual goal 

marathon and is broken into weekly cycles.  Each training week consists of four training 

days with two short, one medium, and one longer distance days (Appendix A).  Week-to-

week the total distance increases gradually from a low of 15 to a peak of 36 miles.  The 

individual runs themselves range from 3-18 miles over the course of the program.  

Tactics and strategies are offered to help complete these individual runs. 
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Whitsett presents a slew of psychological techniques to best be able to complete the 

training.  In addition to positive thinking and visualization, the main tactics are some sort 

of associative or dissociative mental technique.  The differences are described as either 

“enjoying” versus simply “putting up with” the runs.  The option as to which approach to 

ultimately take is left up to the individual, but Whitsett recommends the associative 

approach because of the mental training ability dissociative techniques do not offer (187). 

 

The physical training aspects presented by Dolgener in the second section are what 

prepare and allow the body to complete the actual training.  Topics include nutritional 

concerns, hydration issues, running form, and even a brief running shoe guide.  The most 

important aspects, however, are what Dolgener says about the training program.  

Dolgener explains that “[the] program is built on the principle that the most crucial 

element of training … is to get in one ‘long’ run each week” (23).  Also important is the 

10% rule that says that no time from week to week should the weekly mileage increase 

more than 10%.  This is done to reduce chance of injury and prevent overtraining.  

Another important rule is to break up the training days over the course of the week and 

leave the day before and the day after the “long” day for rest. 

 

The section written by Kole serves as a motivational tool.  While linked to the other 

sections by topic, this section is not vital to the actual training.  Usually the most 

extensive section, it presents the author’s personal experience with the training program 

and also some of the experiences of other students who had completed the program.   
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The marathon training program presented by Non-Runner’s is self-described as “just 

enough,” but promises that completing the program will allow for a successful marathon.  

The 18 mile run is the key to the program because “if you can run 18 miles you can run 

26.2 miles” (Whitsett and Dolgener 195).   All of the other runs serve as preparation for 

getting the runner to this point without injury.   

 

2.2. Marathon Training: The Proven 100-Day Program for Success 

 
Marathon Training is written by Joe Henderson, a well-respected coach and writer, who 

has completed dozens of marathons, himself.  The defining feature of Henderson’s book 

is his extensive experience in the field.  The extent of this experience is relayed in the 

many stories and anecdotes throughout the book.  Whatever formal academic background 

Henderson lacks is more than made up for by vast knowledge from years in the sport. 

 

The book and plan is presented in a similar form to Non-Runner’s.  Again, the chapters 

are divided by training weeks, but the content is much different.  Each chapter briefly 

describes the weekly training before falling into a day-by-day layout.  Each day within 

the chapter includes a “daily thought”, “tip”, and training log.  The daily thoughts are 

wide-ranging and cover everything from advice by Kenyan runners to Henderson’s 

favorite scenic marathons.  The daily tips span such topics as guidelines for pace to 

slightly philosophical insights, such as watching for the “zeroing of time” (Henderson 

234) when a race is completed and training for the next must begin.  The daily training 
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log (Appendix F) contains space for filling in details for session, conditions and other 

comments for that day’s training.  

 

The actual training plan is overall similar to Non-Runner’s, but different in the details.  

Henderson calls for 4-5 days of running per week with one “big” day (similar to the 

“long” day in Non-Runner’s) for 14 weeks.  The “other” days are defined by time and not 

distance.  Henderson explains this by saying they “[help] remove the temptation to race 

through these workouts” (Henderson 9).  The “big” days are varying in types, but mainly 

cycle through the three main categories of long, semi-long, and race, in that order.  The 

remaining days are considered “rest” days and serve the purpose of providing the body 

rest and recovery time.  This overall plan is shaped by Henderson’s experiences and 

differ from his past plans by shifting to “taking the emphasis away from weekly mileage 

counts, taking longer long runs, [and] taking more easy runs and rest days between long 

runs” (Henderson 24).  Henderson believes these workouts to be the “bare minimum” and 

therefore every workout is important.   

 

The individual workouts (Appendix A) in Marathon Training range from 30-45 minutes 

for the “other” days, reach 18-20 miles for long “big” days, and include five kilometer 

races for race “big” days.  A fairly strong training base is assumed since the first week 

includes a 12 mile run.  The only increase in distance is seen in the “big” days every three 

weeks, since the “other” days are time-based and the “big” days once a week cycle 

through long, semi-long, and race.   
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The general feel of the training program developed by Henderson is similar to that of 

Non-Runner’s in the sense that it is geared towards being able to complete the marathon 

distance.  As Henderson admits, he is “trying to perfect the no-training marathon plan” 

(Henderson 26), so he is obviously not trying to push the personal limits envelope.  The 

introduction of the semi-long and race “big” days adds a layer of variety (complication) 

to the basic workout of just running a set distance.  The addition of these workout types 

and the time based “other” days are the hallmarks of Henderson’s training plan that have 

been shaped by his experience. 

 

Also included in Marathon Training are programs for more advanced runners that 

include additional mileage and an additional “other” day per week for the intermediate 

level and one additional “fast” day per week for the highest level. 

 

2.3. Marathon: The Ultimate Training Guide 

 
Authored by notable writer and professional runner Hal Higdon, Marathon: The Ultimate 

Training Guide served as the next training plan.  Like Marathon Training, Marathon is 

largely shaped by Higdon’s personal experience over the last half century.  His depth of 

knowledge on the topic of marathons is striking in his extensive and comprehensive 

guide. 

 

The marathon plan is presented in a slightly different manner than Non-Runner’s and 

Marathon Training and provides much more for the reader in the way of advice.  

Higdon’s advice is broken into twenty two chapters, with the training plan coming at the 
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end.  The twenty two chapters serve to prepare the reader for the task of completing the 

training program and getting the most from their body while completing the often-

referred to “26 miles, 385 yards” of the marathon.  The chapters cover performance, 

history, nutrition, overcoming setbacks, and other areas by compiling his personal 

experience, other professional runners’ experience, his own running students’ 

experiences, and information from researchers in the running and sports performance 

field. 

 

A basis for Higdon’s book and training plans are the following “truths” (Higdon 84): 

• Progressively longer runs will get you to the finish line 

• Scheduling rest days is the key to staying healthy 

• Taking one step back allows you to take two steps forward 

• Speed training can be a double-edged sword 

• Learning pace and learning to race are two most critical skills 

• Consistency, rather than spectacular workouts, is what counts in the long run 

• Nutrition is an oft-overlooked factor in marathon success 

• Practice everything connected with the marathon, not just the running of it 

• Tapering is both an art and a science 

• You’ll go only as far as your motivation will carry you 

Everything presented hereafter falls into one of these 10 categories.  In addition to these 

ten truths, another important idea that Higdon regularly references is that runners start to 

“detrain” after 2-3 days and require two days of training for each day skipped to regain 

fitness (Higdon 101). 
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Higdon’s actual training plan closely resembles both Non-Runner’s and Marathon 

Training with weekly cycles and one day of particular focus each week.  The Marathon 

plan runs for 18 weeks (Appendix A) and calls for 4 days of running a week.  Every 

week there is a short (distance) day, a slightly longer day, another short day, and finally, a 

long day.  Week to week the shorter distance days gradually increase while the long day 

follows a slightly different pattern.  The long days also increase in mileage week to week, 

but every third week there is a reduction in mileage before it is again increased to a 

higher level.  This is Higdon’s “’step-back’ concept” (Higdon 80) that is designed to 

“allow runners to recover both physically and psychologically for the next step upward in 

mileage” (Higdon 80-81).  This basic pattern is the layout for Higdon’s Novice training 

plan. 

 

In addition to Higdon’s novice plan, he also presents two intermediate and two advanced 

training plans.  The main difference between these and the novice is the addition of 

another semi long run in place of one of the previous rest days each week.  The difference 

between one intermediate and the other or one advanced and the other is an increase in 

total weekly miles.  The advanced level is distinguished by the inclusion of speed work 

sessions in place of one of the rest days. 

  

2.4. Advanced Marathoning 

 
Written by a former Olympic marathoner and current exercise physiologist Pete 

Pfitzinger and running writer and marathoner Scott Douglas, Advanced Marathoning 
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contains the credentials of the best of running resources.  With Pfitzinger’s academic 

background, the book takes a more scientific approach to the development of his training 

plan.  This scientific background is augmented by the two authors’ considerable first-

hand experience running marathons. 

 

As the name suggests, Advanced Marathoning is geared towards, but certainly not limited 

to, those who have previously completed marathons.  Divided into two parts, the first 

contains information valuable to any runner and the second consists of training plans for 

varying levels of running ability.  This first section is then broken into seven chapters that 

contain the training components necessary for successful marathon completion.  The 

scientific basis of the training plan is highlighted in the chapters dedicated to elements of 

training and balancing training and recovery, whereas the experience side is highlighted 

in the chapters for tracking your progress and race day strategy. 

 

The training plan itself is largely formulated by the two chapters that highlight the 

scientific basis of the book.  The choice of workouts is based on the expected 

physiological response of the body to training.  The exercise intensities are VO2max 

(fast), lactate threshold (medium), long, and recovery runs.  The overall plan 

(macrocycle) is divided into smaller (meso-) cycles and then these cycles into weeks 

(microcycles).  Workouts are chosen based on what each cycle is trying to accomplish for 

the runner.  The frequency of these workouts is then selected by attempting to balance 

training and recovery, as seen in Figure 1.   A typical week (Appendix A) usually 
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consists of three rest days, two moderate days, one recovery day, and one hard day.  The 

plan goes for 18 weeks and peaks in weekly mileage at 55 miles in the 11th week. 

 

 
Figure 1.  Rates of recovery for two runners. 

  Source: Pfitzinger, Peter D., and Scott M. Douglas. Advanced Marathoning.   
  Champaign: Human Kinetics Europe, Limited, 2001. 
 
 
 
The other sections of the book mostly resemble the tips from Henderson and the advice 

from Higdon.  Everything from avoiding alcohol to strategies for warming up before the 

actual marathon are contained here.  Additionally, profiles of famous runners are also 

included to show how their training relates to Pfitzinger’s program. 

 

The overall feel of Advanced Marathoning’s training plan is that each workout is 

important to the progress of the athlete and that missing one workout jeopardizes the 

success of that micro- or mesocycle.  In the plans from Non-Runner’s, Marathon 

Training and Marathon, the sense was that it was possible to juggle the plan to fit a 

schedule.  Another key difference between this plan and the others is the fact that 

psychological factors are not addressed in the program.  Where Higdon would include a 

“step-back” day, Pfitzinger’s program simply looks at the expected physiological benefit. 
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CHAPTER 3 – Daniels' Running Formula 

 

Dr. Jack Daniels’ Running Formula is shaped by what he explains in “Training 

Essentials,” the first of four parts part of the book.  Training essentials will be the focus 

of analysis and it is presented in the four chapters:   

1. Training focus 

2. Physiology of training intensities 

3. Fitness and intensity benchmarks 

4. The season plan. 

These chapters are further broken into the following smaller ideas, relevant to the training 

plans: 

1. Training Focus (Section 3.1) 

2. Physiology of Training Intensities (Section 3.2) 

3. Training Zones (Section 3.3) 

4. Training Points (Section 3.4) 

5. Fitness & Intensity Benchmarks (Section 3.5) 

6. The Season Plan (Section 3.6) 

The other parts of the book are dedicated to training levels (Part 2), training for fitness 

(3), and training for racing (4).  The ideas presented in training essentials (Part 1), are 

expanded on and implemented in these following sections.  Daniels’ experience reveals 

itself in the inclusion of advice and anecdotes from his years running and as a coach.   
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3.1. Training Focus 

 
The idea of training focus is centered on the “physiology of performance,” and the key 

ideas are the seven “principles of training.”  The principles are: 

1. The body reacts to stress 

2. Specificity of training 

3. Rate of achievement 

4. Personal  limits 

5. Diminishing return 

6. Accelerating setbacks 

7. Ease of maintenance 

The importance of these principles is to “understand why you’re doing what you’re 

doing” (Daniels 8).  Only when a firm grasp of these concepts is achieved can the runner 

get the most out of their training.  The seven principles are explained in more detail in the 

rest of this section. 

 

The first principle, “The body reacts to stress,” is quite simple and is explained by 

Daniels succinctly.  When the body is stressed (exercise), there are two reactions, acute 

and training effect.  The acute response is the immediate reaction by your body of 

pumping more blood, breathing faster, etc.  Training effect is seen when the body adapts 

to the stress of a particular exercise, allowing you to perform that exercise upon repeated 

attempts.   
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“Specificity of training” is based on the “principle of specificity.”  The concept is simple:  

if you want to be able to shoot free throws, you should practice free throws, and if you 

want to be a better runner, you should run.  That is, when a specific system of the body is 

stressed, that system will most see the training effect (Principle 1).  Also contained within 

this principle is specificity of overtraining and specific stress produces a specific result.  

Specificity of overtraining just says that too much running may overstress the body’s 

systems used to run.  The only remedy is to stop of reduce the stress on that system.  

What Daniels means by specific stress produces a specific result is shown in Figure 2.  

Let’s say a bicyclist can ride 25 miles before becoming tired.  This ability is considered 

his “base” fitness level.  If he begins a training routine where he starts taking 35 mile 

rides, his fitness (ability) will follow the curved portion of the line until it plateaus.  He 

can then take 35 mile rides before experiencing the fatigue he had previously encountered 

at 25 miles.  Figure 3 shows the expected result should a further increase in training 

happen. 

 

 
Figure 2.  Improved fitness resulting from new stress. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
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Figure 3.  Improved fitness as a result of a second new stress. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
 
The “Rate of achievement” principle is fairly straight forward and says that, in regards to 

time, for a specific new stress, the body will reach the new fitness level at a slowing rate.  

This is also shown in Figure 2, where the increasing fitness line follows an exponentially 

decaying path.  Figure 4 shows how the majority of the benefits from a specific stress 

can be attained and then another stress added in order to see the quickest increase in 

fitness.  Figure 5 shows what the fitness curve looks like if a long period of time is left 

between increases in training stress. 
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Figure 4.  Fitness curve for adding a new stress before full potential of previous stress is reached. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 

 
Figure 5. Fitness curve for adding a new stress long after full potential of previous stress is reached. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
 
Principle four is the “Principle of personal limits.”  This largely comes down to inherent 

ability and capability.  There will come a point where increasing training stress will no 

longer produce an increase in fitness level.  This would be considered the peak of fitness.  

The fitness curve (Figure 2) cannot increase any further because the body says it cannot 
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handle any more stress.  At this point there is nothing that training can do to make you a 

more capable runner. 

 

The next principle, “Diminishing return,” says that the gains obtained at higher training 

levels will be less than those obtained at lower training levels.  This principle is 

illustrated in Figure 6.  By the curve, if training is doubled from 20 to 40 miles per week, 

percent of potential (peak ability) is increased from about 50% to about 75%; whereas 

doubling training from 40 to 80 miles per week only increases the percent of potential 

from 75% to about 90%.  The doubling of training at the lower level resulted in an 

increase of 25% of potential, but the doubling of training at the higher level only saw an 

increase of 15% of potential. 

 

 
Figure 6.  Diminishing returns as training mileage is increased. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
 
“Accelerating setbacks” is the sixth principle of training and it states that as training 

volume is increased, so is the risk of setback due to acute injury or over training.  This 
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relationship is shown in Figure 7.  As can be seen, the relationship is an exponentially 

increasing one, where the risk of setback is very low at low training levels and increases 

dramatically at higher levels.  Like the other curves, this curve is different for all 

individuals, but the general relationship remains the same.   

 

 
Figure 7.  Curve for accelerating setbacks as stress is increased. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
 
The final principle of training presented by Daniels is ease of maintenance.  Put simply, 

once you have done something, the easier it is to do it again.  Daniels explains that part of 

this may be psychological, but it is also physiological.  The significance of this principle 

is that once a specific fitness ability is built up, maintaining it will not require the same 

effort as reaching it and can be maintained simultaneously with other training. 

 

These seven training principles form the bedrock of Daniels’ Running Formula.  

Everything that follows is either based on or directly follows these principles.  Sometimes 

there is a balance game that must be played between conflicting principles.  A good 

example of this is principle three and six.  Within principle three, a basis for increasing 
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fitness level the fastest is shown, but that same training stress that produces great fitness 

improvements also increases risk of setback.  Another example of competing principles is 

that of “Diminishing return” (Figure 6) and “Accelerating Setbacks” (Figure 7), the 

relationships indicate that at low training levels, you are likely to see strong improvement 

and low chance of setback, but at high training levels, getting those last 10-20% of 

potential have extremely high risks of setbacks.  Balancing competing principles is 

addressed by Daniels in the Season Plan section, but is also an ability that comes from 

experience. 

 

3.2. Physiology of Training Intensities 

 
In order to design the best programs for distance runners, Daniels had to decide what was 

most important, physiologically, for these runners.  Daniels came up with six basic 

systems: 

1. cardiovascular system 

2. muscular system 

3. lactate threshold 

4. aerobic capacity 

5. speed 

6. running economy 

Strength in these six areas equates to a high performance in distance running. 

 

Systems one and two are the only real systems in the normal sense of the word, but for 

Daniels’ purpose, each of these are systems.  The cardiovascular system is broken into 
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the following areas: cardiac output (flow rate), oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and 

hemodynamics.  Cardiac output is how much blood you heart pumps, measured in 

volume per time unit.  Oxygen-carrying capacity is how much oxygen your blood can 

hold per unit volume.  Hemodynamics is a little harder to evaluate, but is essentially the 

response and ability of your blood vessels to deliver blood when and where it is needed.  

The muscular system is just that, your muscles.  The ability of your muscles to utilize 

oxygen, remove waste, store glycogen, and support your body are all important functions. 

 

Lactate threshold is most simply defined as the acute intensity at which lactic acid 

production and removal are at an equilibrium concentration of four millimoles per liter of 

blood.  The four millimole value is an average and is better defined for an individual as 

the 20-30 minute accumulation of blood lactate when running at a race pace that can be 

maintained for an hour (Daniels 23).  Similar to this “system” is the aerobic capacity 

“system.”  Aerobic capacity defined as the maximal amount of oxygen your body can 

take in and use during vigorous exercise.  Also referred to as VO2max, it is the amount of 

oxygen (by volume) per unit time your body can use. 

 

The final two “systems” important to distance runners are speed and running economy.  

Speed is simply how fast you are and running economy is how efficient you are at 

running.  Running economy is measured as the volume of oxygen per kg body weight per 

unit time.  In this case a lower running economy value is better than a higher value. 
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Out the recognition and identification of the systems of importance for distance runners 

follows the goals of training for improving these components.  The goals are: 

1. improve the body’s ability to transport blood and oxygen 

2. increase the ability of the running muscles to effectively use their available oxygen 

(to convert carbohydrate and fat fuel into useful energy) 

3. shift lactate threshold to correspond to a faster running speed 

4. increase aerobic capacity (VO2max) 

5. improve speed 

6. lower the energy demand of running (improve economy) 

These six training goals are now the direct purpose behind the training elements 

presented later in the Formula.  As Daniels explains: “one of my goals… [is] to associate 

types of workouts with desired benefits of the workout in question” (Daniels 33).  These 

workouts, what they do, and what they target will be described next. 

 

3.3. Training Zones 

 
For distance running, Daniels introduces five specific training zones that serve as the 

basis for his workouts and training formula.  The zones are easy pace running, marathon-

pace running, threshold training, interval training, and repetition training.  Each zone has 

a specific purpose, intensity, and characteristics that are described below and summarized 

in Table 1, 2, and Figure 8. 
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Figure 8.  Visual representation of duration and intensity for training types. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
Easy pace running (E) is described as “free from trouble or pain” and makes up the bulk 

of training time-wise.  Warming up and cooling down before and after another workout 

would fall into this category, as well as recovery and “long” runs.  This zone is 

physiologically described as a pace that elicits a percent VO2max between 59% and 74% 

or, equivalently, a percent HRmax (heart rate maximum) of 65-79%.  The purpose of the 

E zone is to encourage changes at the cellular level and strengthen the cardiovascular and 

muscular systems.  Runs of this sort can range from a 10 minute warm-up to 150 minutes, 

but should not be of a distance greater than 25% of the week’s total distance. 

 

The next zone, which is similar in target to the E zone, is marathon-pace running (M).  

This zone should occur less frequently that E running and generally takes the place of a 

long run at E pace, becoming a long run at M pace.  The intensity based on VO2max and 



 

 

24 
 

HRmax should be 75-84% and 80-90%, respectively.  Workouts for this zone should not 

last more than 90 minutes or 16 miles on long days, but are usually of shorter duration.  

The main purpose here is to get the body accustomed to the pace at which it will run the 

marathon. 

 

Daniels describes threshold training (T) as running done at a “comfortably hard” pace for 

about 20-60 minutes.  Runs of this sort should not last longer because they are done at a 

pace at which blood lactate is building up in the body.  As far as VO2 and HR, the pace is 

83-88% and 88-92% of maximum, respectively.  The key purpose of this workout is to 

build endurance by encouraging a positive shift in the lactate threshold of the runner.  If 

this is done, the runner will be able to run at a greater intensity without blood lactate 

accumulating in the body. 

 

The fourth training zone is interval training (I).  This zone is unlike the other zones in that 

is performed in relatively short intervals, hence the name.  The intensity level of this zone 

is most important.  The pace should be at 95-100% of VO2max or 98-100% of HRmax.  

It is important that the 100% threshold is not passed because the purpose of the workout 

is to stress and improve the aerobic capacity, but not put undue stress on the body.  

Workouts for this zone can vary in overall length, but are broken into sections of no more 

than five minutes without an equal time of E zone between them. 

 

The final training zone presented in the Formula is repetition training (R).  Very similar 

to interval training, repetition training is generally faster and shorter in duration.  The 
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distinction, however, is the purpose.  The R zone is aimed at improving both speed and 

running economy.  There is no associated heart rate zone for repetition training because 

the heart is limited at 100% of its capacity, but the pace is slightly faster than the pace at 

maximum heart rate.  Total distance should not exceed five miles and each repetition 

should not last longer than two minutes because of the extreme stress on the body. 

 
Table 1.  Training goals met by each training zone. 

  Training Goals 

Zones 1 2 3 4 5 6 

E x x         

M x x         

T x   x       

I x     x     

R x       x x 

 
 

Table 2.  Intensity for each training zone. 

 Intensity 

Zones % VO2max % HRmax 
E 59-74 65-79 
M 75-84 80-90 
T 83-88 88-92 
I 95-100 98-100 
R 105-120 100 

Adapted from: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
 
3.4. Training Points 

 
Measuring how much stress a training routine puts on the body is an important aspect of 

any training plan.  The standard means of doing this is to plan and log how many miles 

the runner covers for each workout.  In the Formula, Daniels introduces the idea of 

training points as a secondary way of measuring training stress.  Doing this allows for a 

normalization of the training plan to both expert and novice runners. 
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This new means of looking at the training stress of a program is essentially the same as 

just examining mileage, but is more accurate.  If you break mileage down, you get time 

and speed, the product of which is the distance, since time (hr) x speed (mi/hr) is equal to 

distance (miles).  To the body, speed is simply exercise intensity.  Using this, the stress 

experienced by the runner becomes the product of time and intensity.  Daniels assigns 

“point factors” (Table 3 and Appendix B) based off of maximal aerobic capacity and 

heart rate as a measure of intensity.  Multiplying the total minutes of each workout by 

corresponding point factors results in training points, Daniels’ new measure of training 

stress.   

 
Table 3.   Selection from Intensity Training Table, shown in whole in Appendix B. 

 
Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
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3.5. Fitness and Intensity Benchmarks 

 
In the Formula, determining current fitness levels is important because of the connection 

between fitness and exercise intensity.  Matching these two factors is the key to getting 

the most out of each workout.  Daniels uses tabulated VO2max values as the basis for 

determining fitness, which is then used to determine an individual’s training intensities. 

 

Daniels uses race times under ideal conditions as the normalizing factor for determining a 

runner’s fitness (ability).  Using race times is a good determinant of ability because it sets 

equal slow speed matched with a strong running economy, a high speed matched with a 

poor running economy, or an average speed and with an average economy.  Daniels also 

claims that since this is determined in a race setting, psychological toughness is also 

factored in.  The variability in these factors that determine a single ability is referred to as 

a pseudoVO2max, or VDOT.  Race times over multiple distances and their associated 

VDOT (running ability) values are shown in Table 4 and Appendix B. 

 
Table 4.  Selection from VDOT Values Associated With Times Raced Over Popular Distances, shown 
in whole in Appendix B. 

 
Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
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Once the current VDOT has been determined for a runner, the next step is to determine 

the exercise intensities for the five training zones.  Daniels’ compilation of this 

information is shown in Table 5 and Appendix B.  The intensities for all five zones (E, 

M, T, I, R) are shown in time per distance (pace) for given VDOT values.  These paces 

give the ideal exercise intensities for the runner.  At this point, the exercises, their 

respective intensities, and how to measure them has been shown.  The remaining topic 

left to address is how to structure the training program. 

 
Table 5.  Selection from Training Intensities Based on Current VDOT, shown in Appendix B. 

 
Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 

 
 
 
3.6. The Season Plan 

 
The Formula refers to the overall training program as the season plan.  The season plan is 

ultimately what whole training plan comes down to, so its construction and formulation is 

very important.  Daniels breaks the formulation of the season plan into five steps: 

1. Map season 
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2. Break program into phases 

3. Determine how much quality training 

4. Plot a weekly schedule 

5. Planned breaks 

While Daniels presents the formulation in clear, easily determined steps, he admits that 

there is individual variation that is addressed by these questions: 

1. What is the runner’s current level of fitness?  What is his or her readiness for 

training and competing? 

2. How much time (in weeks) is available for a season’s best performance? 

3. How much time (in hours per day) is available for training? 

4. What are the runner’s strengths and weaknesses, in terms of speed, endurance 

(lactate threshold), VO2max (aerobic capacity), economy, and reaction to different 

amounts (mileage) of running? 

5. What types of training does the runner like to do?  To what types of training does 

the runner respond well psychologically? 

6. For what specific event is the runner preparing? 

7. How should periodic races fit into the training program?  That is, what are the race 

commitments? 

8. What are the environmental conditions (season of the year), facilities, and 

opportunities that must be taken into account? 

The answer to these questions may eventually lead to an adjustment of the season plan, 

but any adjustments will be made off of the plan designed by the Formula. 
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Step one of the season plan is to map the overall season.  This can vary by situation, but 

in this case the overall season is the amount of time available to train for the marathon.  

The season could even attempt to include multiple marathons, but the goal here is to just 

train for and run a single marathon. 

 

The second step of the season plan is to break the program into phases.  Daniels presents 

four phases, the number and length of which are determined by the overall season length 

determined in step one.  The ideal program will involve the foundation and injury 

prevention (FI) phase, the early quality (EQ), transition quality (TQ), and final quality 

(FQ) phases.  The phases are to occur in this order, but the order of importance of the 

phases is FI, FQ, TQ, and finally EQ. 

 

The characteristics of the foundation and injury prevention phase are steady, easy runs 

while gradually increasing mileage.  The main idea here is to just get into the running 

mode and prevent any acute injuries from the introduction of training into the runner’s 

daily routine.  The early quality phase is mostly used to introduce faster workouts and 

prepare the runner for the next two phases.  The transition quality phase is the most 

stressful and is designed to optimize the components specific to the event being trained 

for, in this case the marathon.  The last phase, final quality, is to be most like the event 

(marathon) of interest.  The expected race conditions should be attempted to be matched 

and the strengths of the runner should be emphasized. 

 



 

 

31 
 

Daniels presents a diagram (Figure 9) that is to be used to determine the length of each 

phase.  The numbers indicate the overall season length and counting the lower numbers 

contained within each block determines the number of weeks for each phase.  The 

minimum length of time to utilize all four phases is 12 weeks and the longest season is 24 

weeks.  When all phases are utilized, the phases are completed in order: FI, EQ, TQ, FQ.  

For shorter periods of time, the EQ phase and then the TQ phase are eliminated.  The 

exact number of weeks for each phase can also be found here.  Table 6 was adapted from 

Daniels’ table and shows examples of which phases to include and their respective 

lengths based season length.  

 

 
Figure 9.  Number of weeks in each phase based on season length.  

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
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Table 6.  Number of weeks per phase based on season length. 

  Number of Weeks in Each Phase 

Season Length FI EQ TQ FQ 
1 week 1 - - - 

2 2 - - - 
3 3 - - - 
4 3 - - 1 
5 3 - - 2 
6 3 - - 3 
7 3 - 1 3 
8 3 - 2 3 
9 3 - 3 3 
10 3 1 3 3 
11 3 2 3 3 
12 3 3 3 3 
13 4 3 3 3 
14 4 3 4 3 
15 4 3 5 3 
16 4 3 6 3 
17 4 3 6 4 
18 4 4 6 4 
19 4 5 6 4 
20 4 6 6 4 
21 5 6 6 4 
22 5 6 6 5 
23 6 6 6 5 
24 6 6 6 6 

Adapted from: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
The third step in the season plan is to determine how much quality training will be done 

each week.  Daniels recommends two to three days of quality running per week with one 

day of primary emphasis (Q1), one day of secondary emphasis (Q2), and sometimes one 

day of maintenance emphasis (Q3).  The types of workout for these two to three days of 

emphasis can vary week to week and phase to phase.  A table of recommended workouts 

for marathon runners is shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7.  Quality training type for each phase of training for the marathon 

  Training Emphases for the Four Phases 

Phase Emphasis Training Type 
FI   Easy runs 
EQ Q1 Primary Reps or interval 

  Q2 Secondary Threshold 
  Q3 Maintenance Long or threshold/long 

TQ Q1 Primary Interval or threshold/long 
  Q2 Secondary Threshold 
  Q3 Maintenance Marathon pace 

FQ Q1 Primary Threshold/marathon pace 
  Q2 Secondary Threshold/long 
  Q3 Maintenance Marathon pace/long 

Adapted from: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
 
 
Plotting a weekly schedule is the fourth step to developing the season plan.  The quality 

days – selected in step three – should be laid out over the course of the week and are to be 

interspersed by easy days (E).  It is important to note that even though long runs may be 

at easy pace, the length of the run makes them a “quality” day.  Daniels recommends Q1 

workouts early in the week, but the exact placement is largely up to the runner.  Even 

though the type of quality workout may change phase to phase, the placement within the 

week can remain the same.  Considerations for weekend races can be made by placing 

quality days back-to-back in the middle of the week.  Some sample weeks are shown in 

Figure 10. 

 
Figure 10.  Sample quality training weeks. 

Source: Daniels, Jack. Daniels’ Running Formula. New York: Human Kinetics, 2004. 
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The final step in developing the season plan is to include planned breaks.  These breaks 

can last a few weeks and Daniels feels are vital to overall health.  He justifies these 

breaks by saying “a break gives both the body and the mind some time to regroup from 

what might have been a pretty strenuous period of training and competition” (Daniels 

82).  Daniels offers a few guidelines and tables on how to adjust training when coming 

back from a planned (or unplanned) break.  The key points to remember when coming 

back from a break are to reduce both the intensity of workouts and their duration. 

 

Once these five steps are completed, the season plan is complete.  The Formula takes a 

target running goal (marathon) and shapes a training plan to target and develop specific 

areas of emphasis.  Daniels uses seven principles of training, matched with training 

intensities, and combines them into zones that can be measured by points.  Fitness 

benchmarks serve as the basis for developing a season plan that incorporates available 

time, phases of emphasis, and exercises of emphasis. 
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CHAPTER 4 – Methods 

 

The training plans presented in Section 2 can all be evaluated using Daniels’ Running 

Formula as a basis.  The Formula (Section 3) can be divided into three main areas for 

this evaluation: training (what), plan (when), and volume (how much).  The training 

section (Section 5.x.1) contains the topics of training focus, physiology of training 

intensities, and training zones, as presented by Daniels.  The plan section (Section 5.x.2) 

examines the season plan and all of the parts contained within.  The final means of 

evaluation, volume (Section 5.x.3), looks at the mileage and stress for each plan based on 

Daniels’ training points and fitness & intensity benchmarks.  After individual 

examination, the plans are compared against each other using the same means of analysis 

as Section 5.x.3 where the mileage and training volume are examined. 

 

The training and plan sections are straight forward comparisons of how each training plan 

relates to the Formula.  The measurement section differs slightly from this, however.  In 

Sections 3.4 and 3.5, the ideas of training points and fitness & intensity benchmarks were 

presented.  Combining these ideas, a comparison of each training plan for different ability 

runners is possible.  The VDOT and training stress are the basis for this.  By looking at 

training stress, a better idea of the relative difficulty and the universality of each plan for 

runners of different ability can be examined. 

 

The basic way in which training stress was calculated was through Daniels’ tabulation of 

training intensities and point factors.  The training intensities would eventually yield 
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times (min) and this time multiplied by an appropriate point factor (point/min) would 

yield training stress for each workout.  The daily stresses were totaled by week for simple 

analysis. 

 

The process was started by selecting a VDOT (running ability) from the range of values 

presented in Table 4.  A slow (VDOT = 30), middle (VDOT = 40), and fast runner 

(VDOT = 80) were selected.  Training intensities (Table 5) measured as a pace 

(time/distance) for each training zone were obtained for each VDOT (runner).  This pace 

multiplied by the mileage in each day of training would yield a total training time for that 

day.  The point factors (Table 3) were determined by the intensity, either as a %VDOT or 

%HRmax, called for by each plan.  Where a specific intensity was not defined, an 

average value was used for each training zone.  For example, if a run was intended to be 

at E pace, the average %VDOT from the range of values (Table 2) was selected to obtain 

the point factor.  This process has some limitations that are described in more detail 

below. 

 

The main limitations for this analysis are the many assumptions that underlie the 

calculation of “stress.”  The biggest assumption is in the basic stress unit.  The unit that 

falls out of the stress calculation is simply a training point that has no actual connection 

to anything measurable.  Since its quantifiable value has no significance, its only use is 

qualitative.  Saying one plan stresses the body 50 points one week may not mean 

anything, but saying that the same plan stresses the body twice as much as the other 

certainly does.  This is the way in which the stress will be used: as a relative measure. 
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The other main uncertainty related to this process is the calculating of stress.  There are 

two main categories of assumptions.  There is the set of assumptions that say the runner 

will follow the plan to the letter.  Fluctuations in time, distance, pace, and conditions 

would all have effects on the actual stress, so again the quantitative value of the stress 

(for an individual runner) is limited.  The next set of assumptions goes with the 

relationships between the paces, point factors, and how the body actually reacts.  Using 

the VDOT to obtain paces and point factors accounts for runners who may be better at 

either economy or speed, but the VDOT’s connection to a certain system, like the 

cardiovascular, would not be the exact same for two runners.  So again, specific stress 

values may not be of as much use as relative stress values. 

 

The limitations outlined here do not cause too much concern, though.  In each case, 

relative stresses are the values of interest and since the process is applied the same to 

each plan and each runner, inconsistencies would be applied evenly, leaving the 

comparative usefulness of the calculations intact.  Like mentioned previously, a set point 

value may not have much use, but the relationships between runners and between plans 

will still hold. 
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CHAPTER 5 – Results 

 

Results from the analysis based on Daniels’ Running Formula are presented in Sections 

5.1-5.5. The details are summarized in Tables 8, 9, and 10 below.  The training zones 

used by each plan are shown in Table 8 and Table 9 shows which training goals were 

met by each plan.  Table 10 shows how the Running Formula and training plans compare 

for phases and quality training types in the season plan analysis. 

 
Table 8.  Training zones contained within each training plan. 

 Training Zones 

Training Plan E M T I R 
Non-Runner's x         
Henderson x  x x     
Higdon x         
Pfitzinger x x x x x 

 
Table 9.  Training goals met by training plans. 

  Training Goals 

Training Plan 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Non-Runner's x x         
Henderson x x x       
Higdon x x         
Pfitzinger x x x x x x 

 
Table 10.  Season Plan Comparisons. 

 Phases Quality Training Types 

Training Plan Daniels Actual Daniels Actual 
Non-Runner's 4 1 2-3 1 
Henderson 4 1 2-3 3 
Higdon 4 1 2-3 1 
Pfitzinger 4 3 2-3 2-3 
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5.1. The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer 

 

5.1.1. The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer – Training 

 
The training in The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer calls for exclusively easy runs.  The 

individual runs vary from 3-18 miles, all at a level that the Formula considers an easy 

pace (E) (Table 8).  Based on this training intensity, the training goals met by the Non-

Runner’s plan are goals 1.) improve the body’s ability to transport blood and oxygen, and 

2.) increase the ability of the running muscles to effectively use their available oxygen 

(Table 9).  These two goals, aimed to improve the cardiovascular and muscular systems 

of the body, are the most important for long distance runners and follow the marathon 

“survival” goal of the training plan. 

 

5.1.2. The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer – Plan 

 
The Non-Runner’s plan is based on a 16 week program that fits within the guidelines for 

a season plan.  A season of this length allows for all four phases of training (Table 6) to 

be utilized in lengths of four, three, six, and three weeks, for phases one through four, 

respectively.  Since only easy and long runs at E-pace are used in the Non-Runner’s plan, 

multiple quality workouts (Table 7) are not implemented.  Since there is only one phase, 

the four phases of training are also not fully utilized.  The only “quality” workouts in the 

plan are the long days that appear once a week at an E pace.  Since the quality runs make 

up over 1/3 of the weekly mileage – even the relatively short ones early on – they are 

considered long runs by Daniels’ standards.  Even though the single phase that the 
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program uses seems most like an injury preventions phase, the use of quality long days 

makes it a final quality (FQ) phase.  Where the Formula calls for four phases, there is 

only one, and where it calls for up to three quality workouts per week, there is also only 

one. 

 

5.1.3. The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer – Volume 

 
The mileage and stress calculations for Non-Runner’s were straight forward and directly 

followed the process outlined in Section 4.  The values for mileage and stress are shown 

in Appendix C and plots of this data are shown in Appendix D.  Since there is only one 

training zone, and therefore one point factor multiplier, the stress and mileage values 

directly mirror each other with the only difference being scale.  Between the first week of 

the plan and when mileage peaks in weeks 12 and 13, both the weekly mileage and stress 

are increased by a factor of 2.4.  In regards to stress experienced between runners, the 

differences are quite high.  The stress experienced by the slow runner is over twice as 

much as that experienced by the fast runner.  This difference is caused by the difference 

in pace determined by the runners’ VDOT.  Since each runner covers the same mileage 

and the point factors are based on the training zone, the only remaining source for 

variation is the pace being ran.   
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5.2. Marathon Training 

 

5.2.1. Marathon Training – Training 

 
Addressing training, Henderson’s plan in Marathon Training differs from Non-Runner’s 

by the fact that it contains three of the five training zones.  The zones (Table 8) are E, M, 

and T.  The easy pace runs are the bulk of the training program that appear during the 

time-based running 3-4 days a week.  The marathon and threshold pace runs are 

implemented on Henderson’s “big” days that occur once a week.  These three zones 

correspond to three of the six training goals (Table 9), adding 3.) shift lactate threshold to 

correspond to a faster running speed to the goals, to the goals targeted in Non-Runner’s.  

The targeting of lactate threshold would imply an improvement in runner performance 

(time required to run a set distance) and runner endurance. 

 

5.2.2. Marathon Training – Plan 

 
In Marathon Training, Henderson builds his program around a 14 week schedule.  This 

program length (Table 6) allows for all four of Daniels’ phases to be employed at lengths 

of four, three, four, and three weeks for each phases, respectively.  Henderson, however, 

uses only one phase while rotating through long, semi-long, and race “big” days.  The big 

days occur once per week, implying one quality day (primary emphasis) per week, but 

the three types of big days are similar to the three quality days outlined by Daniels (Table 

7), only they occur over three weeks rather than one.  Since the big days begin the first 
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week, the one phase is not foundation and injury prevention, but what would be 

considered a final quality (FQ) phase.   

 

5.2.3. Marathon Training – Volume 

 
The results of the mileage and stress computations are very unique.  Appendix C reveals 

that there are different mileage totals for the three runners for the Henderson Plan.  This 

variation in mileage between runners results from the fact that the majority of the 

workouts in Marathon Training are based on time and not mileage.  Appendix D shows 

that the mileage and stress curves mirror each other in shape, but not relationship.  The 

fast runner runs dramatically more miles than the slower, with the amount varying from 

the same to over twice the number of miles per week.  On average, the faster runner runs 

about 1.7 times as far as the slower runner.  In the case of stress, the relationship between 

runners is reversed, with the slower runner experiencing greater volumes than the faster.  

The amount of greater stress also ranges from the same to over twice as much, but the 

average difference is only 1.4 times greater.   

 

An interesting characteristic of this plan to notice is the relative lack of increase in 

mileage.  The week-to-week variation in mileage can be quite high, but the increase in 

mileage from the first week to the peak in week 10 is not even 20%.  From week to week 

the increase in mileage is as much as 50%, but the stress increase can be as much as 90%. 

 

Another feature to note is that the mileage and stress curves show a convergence at two 

points on the stress chart and one point on the mileage chart.  The reason for the 
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convergence on the mileage chart is explained easily because it occurs in the final week 

where the only running required by the plan is the marathon, where, regardless of running 

speed, both runners will run the same 26.2 miles.  The stress convergences are for a 

different reason.  During most weeks the variation in stress is caused by the “big” day 

that occurs once a week and where the run is based on mileage instead of time.  During 

weeks 12 and 13, the big days are replaced by timed runs.  A whole week of time-based 

training results in the same training stress for the runners. 

 

5.3. Marathon 

 

5.3.1. Marathon – Training  

 
The training involved in Marathon is very similar to what is presented in Non-Runner’s 

as far as type.  The runs are all in an intensity range (Table 2) that equate to the same E 

pace as Non-Runner’s (Table 8).  The runs therefore target and improve the same 

systems (Table 9).  The systems for lactate threshold, aerobic capacity, speed, and 

running economy are not directly targeted here and would not be expected to improve 

very much, if at all, based on the principle of specificity. 

 

5.3.2. Marathon – Plan 

 
Higdon’s plan is longer than the preceding plans, lasting 18 weeks.  This season length 

calls for four weeks in the foundation and injury prevention phase, four weeks in the 

early quality phase, six weeks in the transition quality phase, and four weeks in the final 
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quality phase (Table 6).  While the season is longer than the previous plans, Marathon 

also uses just one phase.  The early weeks could be considered a quasi- foundation and 

injury prevention phase, but since longer runs are over the 25-30% of weekly mileage 

threshold, they are considered long runs of primary quality emphasis that fall under the 

final quality phase.  Just like Non-Runner’s, Marathon uses only one phase that contains 

only one quality workout with the easy runs that make up the remainder of the program. 

 

5.3.3. Marathon – Volume 

 
Appendix C and D show that all of the runners cover the same number of miles, but the 

stress experienced by the runners is different.  The mileage and stress results for 

Marathon resemble Non-Runner’s in overall shape and relationship.  However, they 

differ in the peak levels and shape.  Where the Non-Runner’s plan had a steady increase 

in mileage, this plan takes a staggered approach before dipping the weeks leading up to 

the marathon.  The increase in mileage is also more dramatic with the peak at week 15 

showing a training load 2.67 times what it was during the first week.  Overall, the slower 

runner in this plan will experience a training load over twice that of the faster runner. 

 

5.4. Advanced Marathoning 

 

5.4.1. Advanced Marathoning – Training 

 
Pfitzinger’s Advanced Marathoning varies from the other training programs in that it 

addresses all six of Daniels’ training goals (Table 9).  Easy, marathon, threshold, 
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interval, and repetition training intensities (Table 8) are all met by the VO2max, lactate 

threshold, long, marathon pace, recovery, and speed workouts over the course of the 

program.  These workouts correspond perfectly with the five training zones and by also 

addressing all six training goals, they directly work to improve the six systems vital to 

running outlined in Section 3.2.   

 

5.4.2. Advanced Marathoning – Plan 

 

While the training portion exactly followed what Daniels prescribed, the plan portion 

strays slightly.  Based on an 18 week program, Advanced Marathoning also breaks the 

season into four phases.  Where Daniels calls for foundation and injury prevention (FI), 

early quality (EQ), transition quality (TQ), and final quality (FQ) phases to occur in 

durations of four, four, six, and four weeks (Table 6), Pfitzinger uses phases of 

endurance (1), lactate threshold & endurance (2), race preparation (3), and taper & race 

(4) in durations of six, five, four, and three weeks, respectively.  These four phases are 

actually just three phases by the Formula because the taper & race phase would be 

contained within FI phase and Pfitzinger’s endurance phase matches EQ more than the FI 

phase.  The quality training in the Pfitzinger plan also matches the amount suggested by 

Daniels; most weeks have two days of quality training and a few weeks have three days 

of quality training.  As far as the plan portion of Advanced Marathoning, there are three 

out of the four phases recommended in the Formula and exactly the recommended 

number of quality days. 
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5.4.3. Advanced Marathoning – Volume 

 
The mileage and stress in Marathon Training is shown in Appendix C and D.  The 

mileage curve reveals what appear to be four distinct regions.  There is an initial steady 

increase lasting five weeks, a highly fluctuating (in magnitude) portion for about five 

weeks, a less fluctuating (in magnitude) portion for another five weeks, and finally a drop 

off before the marathon.  The stress data is slightly less distinct, but the same general 

regions appear.  The training load increases more closely resemble Marathon Training 

than Marathon, with the mileage increasing by 70% and the stress by 100% at their 

peaks.  The difference in stress experienced by the slow and fast runners is similar to both 

Non-Runner’s and Marathon, but slightly higher at 2.18 times the stress.   

 

5.5. Comparison of Plans 

 
The direct comparisons of the training plans are shown in Appendix E.  The plots are 

based on the data from the weekly mileage and training stress tables (Appendix C).  

Besides the surface relationships, like length of program, there are some interesting 

relationships for both mileage and stress from plan to plan as well as for changes in 

relative volume when going between mileage and stress.  Some of these relationships will 

be discussed further. 

 

The mileage plot reveals that Pfitzinger’s plan includes the most mileage of the four 

plans.  The other three remain fairly congregated at 50-75% of Pfitzinger’s weekly 

mileage.  The Henderson plan starts off the second highest, but is then surpassed by Non-
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Runner’s and Higdon’s plan by the end.  The connection between Non-Runner’s and 

Higdon’s plan do not end there, however.  Both plans start at identical mileage and 

closely match each other in rate of mileage increase.  Higdon’s plan eventually reaches 

higher mileage, but would likely be met by Non-Runner’s had the plan continued as long 

as Higdon’s schedule. 

 

Comparisons among training stress demonstrate different relationships than those 

observed in the mileage plots.  Again, Non-Runner’s and Higdon’s plan start at identical 

points below the other two and increase at roughly the same rate.  The Henderson plan 

starts at nearly the same stress as Pfitzinger’s, but the Pfitzinger plan increases drastically 

while the Henderson one cycles slowly upward in volume.  The Henderson plan is not 

surpassed by Non-Runner’s and Higdon in stress until the latter half of the program, 

whereas for mileage it was surpassed first half of the program.  A final distinction to note 

when comparing the weekly mileage to the weekly stress is the increase in separation of 

Pfitzinger’s plan from the other plans.  The mileage difference was about 60% at their 

respective peaks, but the stress differences are about double at their peaks.  The stress 

indicates that the plan is more difficult, relative to the other plans, than the mileage would 

indicate. 
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CHAPTER 6 – Conclusions 

 

Analyses for each of the training plans and Daniels’ Running Formula, as well as a final 

recommendation for a marathon training plan are presented in Sections 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, 

respectively. 

 

6.1. Training Plans 

 
The results for four training plans (Section 5) are analyzed here for their adherence to the 

Daniels’ Running Formula and their likely prospects for success given the conditions 

presented in Section 1. 

 

6.1.1. Non-Runner’s 

 
The Non-Runner’s training plan was expected to be the most basic of all the plans 

examined and the results of the analysis (Section 5.1) confirmed this assumption.  The 

plan includes only two run types, easy and long, that are both at the easy intensity which 

build up endurance and improve the cardiovascular and muscular systems.  These results 

would fall perfectly into the “survival” marathon goal intended by the plan.  This plan 

builds up training mileage, but does not include what is necessary for a top performance.  

The weekly mileage and stress appear to be on par with Marathon and Marathon 

Training, so there is no major cause for concern as to training volume.  These weekly 

measures also reveal that this plan reaches a higher peak mileage at a lower stress than 
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the Henderson plan.  The implication of this is that the plan may be easier on an untrained 

body than the Henderson plan. 

 

Based on the Daniels’ Formula, there are clearly missed opportunities in the Non-

Runner’s plan for training for peak performance.  The lack of repetition and interval 

training are obvious areas not addressed by the training plan, but the goals of these 

training zones have more to do with top performance than with just being able to 

complete the marathon.  The marathon and lactate threshold intensity levels that also 

were not included are different, however.  The marathon pace training would be 

beneficial because of its similarity to the actual marathon and the lactate threshold 

intensity training would increase running speed at any given intensity, thus reducing the 

time and stress required to complete the marathon distance. 

 

The inclusion of marathon intensity training to the program could be achieved by 

substituting days of easy intensity training days without substantially changing the 

overall stresses for the week.  Adding the lactate threshold intensity training to the plan 

would be more difficult because of its higher associated point factors when calculating 

stress.  The substitution of T level training would have to include a reduction in that day’s 

mileage to keep stress levels equal.  Adding the training levels in these ways would have 

the least effect on the weekly mileage and stress curves.  However, the timing of these 

inclusions remains to be addressed. 

 



 

 

50 
 

Implementation of the new workout types should follow the phases of emphasis 

guidelines.  Separate or combined phases could be utilized, but separate phases would 

work best for this plan since there is only one day of primary focus each week.  The T 

level would be better to implement earlier than the marathon intensity level for two 

reasons.  The first is that adding the higher intensity level before the daily mileage gets 

too high would reduce the effect of higher stress on weekly totals.  The second is that the 

marathon pace would fit best in the final quality phase (Table 7) of the season plan where 

the training is supposed to most closely match the actual goal of training (the marathon).  

If these changes are made, the program would better reflect the Formula while still 

maintaining its general feel. 

 

6.1.2. Marathon Training 

 
The results for Marathon Training (Section 5.2) were a little surprising because of the 

degree to which the weekly mileage and stress values fluctuated.  With totals nearly 

doubling some weeks, the weekly fluctuations were very dramatic.  The effect was most 

pronounced on the stress for the slow ability runner in the long run stage of each three-

week cycle.  These major fluctuations only allowed for a 50% increase in the long run 

lengths, whereas the Non-Runner’s plan more than tripled the long-run distance over its 

16 weeks.  Part of the reason for this relatively small increase in mileage could be that the 

plan only goes for 14 weeks, with the final week entailing complete rest.  The 

implications here would be that this plan would be best suited for someone who already 

has a strong running base and does not need the build up in mileage.  The high starting 
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mileage is another indicator of the challenge this program could present to an untrained 

runner. 

 

Besides the time-based approach to daily training, the next most obvious distinction for 

the Henderson plan is in its use of three training zones on each week’s “big” day.  The 

easy, marathon, and lactate threshold training intensities included in the plan are the three 

most important training types for the marathon.  Even though the program includes these 

important elements, the way in which they are included does not follow the Running 

Formula since they occur over a three-week span, rather than within a single week. 

 

There are two ways to look the layout of the Henderson plan in the context of Daniels’ 

Formula.  The first is that there are no specific phases of emphasis, and the three workout 

types are just kind of worked into the plan in a methodical way.  The second is that 

instead of the one-week units used by Daniels’ to divide quality training, Henderson uses 

three-week units.  The plan more closely matches Daniels’ Formula when examined in 

this way, but still causes concern since there are only four such cycles. 

 

There are some changes that could be made to enhance this plan and better match the 

Formula without straying too far from the program’s essence.  If instead of one phase of 

three-week cycles, two even phases of two-week cycles were used, the L, M, and T 

training could be preserved with added benefits.  The two-week cycle would include the 

long runs as before, but begin with lactate threshold as the alternating big day in the first 

stage before switching to marathon-pace training as the alternating big day during the 
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second phase.  Using this, there would now be six long runs to build up mileage more 

slowly or from a lower starting point.  The one big day per week and time-based running 

would be preserved, but adjusting the plan in this way would better reflect the guidelines 

set forth in the Running Formula. 

 

6.1.3. Marathon 

 
Higdon’s training plan produced results (Section 5.3) that were very much in line with 

what was expected and what was seen from the Non-Runner’s program.  The steady build 

up and easy level training all indicate that this plan would be appropriate for a beginner-

level runner with the sole intention of getting said runner to and through a marathon. 

 

The conclusions drawn for the Non-Runner’s plan (training types, plan, and volume) 

would all hold for Higdon’s plan since they mirror each other so closely.  The only 

difference would be how to incorporate the modifications without losing the “two steps 

forward, one step back” approach that characterizes Higdon’s program. 

 

Modifications to the plan could be made through the substitution of lactate threshold (T) 

training on the “step back” days.  This would be very easy to do if it was only mileage 

that was being looked at, but that is not the only concern.  Since the plan is mileage-

based, any substitution of harder training must coincide with a reduction in mileage in 

order for the stress to also follow the “two steps forward, one step back” approach.  Since 

the local peak for each three-week cycle seems to be of greatest importance, it is not a 

good candidate for substitution.  Of the remaining two options, the first step forward or 
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the step back day, the step back day seems like the best option since its purpose is simply 

to step back, not build towards something else.  To keep the stress at a step back level, 

the day would have to become a big step back in terms of mileage. 

 

6.1.4. Advanced Marathoning 

 
Daniels’ Running Formula corresponds closely to Pfitzinger’s training program (Section 

5.4).  All of the training intensities are utilized over the 18 weeks of the season, targeting 

all six goals of training defined by Daniels.  The only variation arises in the season plan 

portion where one on Pfitzinger’s four phases is not exactly in line with any of the 

Running Formula’s phases and each phase is slightly longer or shorter than the ones the 

Formula calls for.  Based on these incredibly close similarities, the Pfitzinger plan best 

prepares the runner for completing the marathon and performing at the highest level. 

 

The problems with Pfitzinger’s plan arise out of the volume of training required in his 

program.  The weekly mileage and stress are substantially higher than the other plans and 

would cause concern about possible injuries from so much training.  The solution to this 

problem would be to reduce training in some way. 

 

In order to reduce training volumes, there are several options.  One option would be to 

remove some of the recovery runs and replace them with low-impact cross-training.  The 

benefits of recovery training would be mostly maintained, but the stress of running would 

be greatly reduced.  The result of such change would be an across-the-board (weekly) 

reduction of stress by the substituted day’s training volume.   
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Another option would be to reduce (in quantity or duration), or remove completely, the 

high intensity training types.  This would be the most drastic action to take because it 

would basically completely change the shape of the plan.  The program would end up 

looking a lot more like the other three programs and lose its distinction as the plan that 

best matches the Formula. 

 

A final option would be a reduction in assigned mileage to every single workout.  The 

frequency and content of each day of training would be maintained, but training volume 

reduced.  The only concern doing this would be that the reduction in quality workout 

mileage may insufficiently prepare the runner for the marathon distance. 

 

All of the issues with Pfitzinger’s program are related by the simple fact that he has 

designed a program that is geared towards a more experienced runner (hence, Advanced 

Marathoning) than the one this study is looking to target.  Obviously for a runner of 

higher ability (and training base) his plans would be of great value.  This is a situation 

where experience may tell you that you do not have the ability to complete this training, 

even though the Formula says that it is best.  The Formula’s most useful application here 

is through its revelation that the training loads are substantially higher than the other 

plans. 
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6.2. Daniels’ Running Formula 

 
The process of taking the four training programs through the evaluation process by 

Daniels’ Running Formula produced “science-based” results for the “experience-based” 

programs.  However, the reverse can also be applied, offering “experience-based” 

conclusions for the “science-based” Formula.  Since the marathon is so much different 

from any other form of running, there are certain things that “experience” can offer that 

“science” can not. 

 

The biggest element presented by the four training plans that the Formula does not 

completely address is the taper.  The taper is the reduction in training prior to the event of 

focus, in this case the marathon, which allows for peak performance.  The taper is 

visually represented in the latter portions of the weekly mileage and stress plots shown in 

Appendix D.  All of the training curves (stress and mileage) for the four programs (and 

all runners) show a dip in training prior to the marathon that lasts 2-3 weeks.   Daniels 

does talk about taper, but simply points out that there has not been any scientific 

consensus on the issue and that the taper should be largely based on experience and 

individual situations.  He says that lesser trained runners would probably benefit more 

from a shorter taper because they could get in more training (improvement) than they 

could if they employed a longer taper.  Daniels also points out that the reduction should 

be in mileage only, and not in intensity.  Beyond this, he does not offer any explicit 

guidelines for determining an individual taper.  Daniels likely believes that the variables 

of event, runner, season length, and training volume are too complex to determine the 

length and magnitude of the taper for an individual runner. 
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Besides the taper, there was only one other place that the Formula did not clearly 

address, and that was training volume.  Training volume was simply how much training 

each plan entailed, shown as the magnitude (mileage or stress) of training each week.  

This is another element that is largely based on factors like event, runner, and season 

length, so something that tries to universally address all running types (races) would have 

a hard time pinpointing this.  The four training plans were all able to determine their 

volumes through the respective experience of their authors.  This was something that the 

reader had to just accept.  The analysis (Section 5) was able to compare these volumes, 

but was not able to offer any explicit recommendations. 

 

In addition to the elements that the Formula did not address, there are also a couple 

places where it could be adjusted to better match the other training plans.  The first of 

these places would be in the types of training the programs use.  Only one plan, 

Pfitzinger’s, used all of the training types called for by the Formula.  The lack of training 

type utilization would indicate that the training intensities associated with speed and 

economy are not as important as the others.  This would be a conclusion that could only 

come from experience and is one that seems to have been made by three of the training 

plans.  This conclusion likely comes about because of the uniqueness of the marathon 

“race” where, for many, you are not so much running as you are jogging or shuffling 

along.  Since the Formula addresses all running training, determining the specific 

relevance of each training type to a specific situation would only come through 

experience.  The issue could be addressed by the Formula by presenting the training 
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types in order of importance and then offering subtractions of types based on factors like 

experience or race type.  Doing this would work to reduce training types, but for shorter 

distance races, this may not apply as well if all training types are of equal importance. 

 

The final place where the training plans and the Formula differed in was that of the 

number of quality training sessions per week.  Again, only Pfitzinger’s plan utilized the 

specified amount.  The other three programs indicate that the importance of multiple days 

of quality training per week is not that important.  This could be a matter of definition, 

however.  Since so much focus is on the simple easy-pace runs for these plans, you could 

say that these workouts are actually the quality training called for in the Formula.  

Obviously it is not different quality training, but it could be considered multiple (in count 

per week) quality training.  This, again, would be a selection base on experience of easy 

pace over other intensities. 

 

In all of these cases the experience of the training plans’ authors conflicted with the 

Formula in some way.  These issues likely arise out of the fact that the marathon is such 

a unique event, but also because of the situation by which the plans were chosen.  Since 

the plans were selected for their compatibility with the untrained runner and short time-

frame restrictions, there were even more nuanced stresses placed on the Formula.  To 

reconcile these differences, the Formula would likely have to take on a more narrowed 

focus as a Marathon Formula. 
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6.3. Recommended Plan 

 
The process of evaluating the four marathon training plans served as the basis for 

selecting the best training program given the conditions set in Section 1.  The selected 

plan (SP) featured input from Daniels’ Running Formula and all of the other training 

plans.  Based in part on the conclusions from Sections 6.1 and 6.2, balancing acts were 

made to incorporate and reconcile differences between Daniels’ guidelines and those of 

the other training programs. 

 

The SP season plan was 18 weeks and featured E, M, T, and I intensity workouts.  The 

training season was divided into three semi-distinct phases.  Quality days were split 

between M, T, or I training that occurred once per week and E training that made up the 

majority of training.  The weekly training volume (mileage and stress) follows a steadily 

increasing progression and ends with a moderate 2-week taper. 

 

The 18-week season length was selected because of the time restriction associated with 

the actual marathon date.  A season of this length fit with all of the programs and was 

compatible with the Formula.  The first divergence from the Formula occurred with the 

elimination of R intensity because of its lack in direct influence on the goal of simply 

completing the marathon. 

 

The next divergence was in the number of phases of primary emphasis.  The three phases 

that were chosen were more quasi-phases because the primary emphasis was always the 

long run.  The phases were distinguished by the secondary emphasis, which progressed 
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from interval to threshold to marathon pace training.  The order was selected based on the 

early quality, transition quality, and final quality, only instead of determining the primary 

emphasis type, the phase determined the secondary emphasis type. 

 

Within each week, the quality days were spaced like the Non-Runner’s, Henderson, and 

Higdon plans where the primary focus day was on the weekend and the secondary day 

fell somewhere mid-week.  Easy runs made up the remaining days of training.  Rest days 

were used 2-3 times per week based on the relative difficulty of that week’s training. 

 

The training volume was designed to follow a progression more like Non-Runner’s and 

Higdon’s where it started low and increased to a maximum late in the season.  The initial 

training volume was selected to fall somewhere between the lower two plans and 

Henderson’s.  Higdon’s “two steps forward, one step back” approach was incorporated 

loosely.  The final two-week taper followed Daniels’ suggestion of a shorter taper for a 

lesser ability runner. 
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CHAPTER 7 – Final Thoughts 

 

The whole process, starting from the initial spark of inspiration all the way through the 

final conclusions, was a very interesting experience.  As a mechanical engineering major, 

my experience and knowledge-base was far from that of someone in the exercise 

physiology field.  I had initially thought I would be forced into a very loose, almost 

arbitrary, analysis based subjectively on the impression each author left on me, but that 

was turned out to not be the case.   The Formula provided a system to more objectively 

compare and measure the plans that allowed me to examine them at a closer level.  I will 

be the first to acknowledge that this was very much a layman’s perspective and analysis.  

To expect something more was not the intention and certainly not the result.  With that 

said, I am still very pleased with the results.   

 

I would like to say that my process produces definitive, irrefutable results, but that is not 

case.  The individual nature of running is both frustrating and intriguing because there is 

never a perfect answer.  An individual’s exact response to training varies, but the process 

is useful in a couple of ways.  If there is a set plan, the evaluation process can give a 

general prediction of the expected results and if there is only a target, the process can be 

used to shape the program.  In both cases experience would be of great benefit, but if 

experience can not be relied upon, as in my case, the process offers good guidance. 

 

Despite my satisfaction with the “theoretical” portion of the project, the “application” 

presented some difficulties.  I had been looking forward to the physical and psychological 
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challenges associated with the training and racing, though I never quite made it that far.  

There is a saying, “things happen for a reason”, but in my case it was more “there was a 

reason something happened”.  That “reason” was playing basketball in running shoes and 

that “something” was a devastating ankle injury.  Long story short, I was not able to jog 

and turn without pain for four months after my injury.  This definitely took me “out of 

the running” for the intended marathon. 

 

While psychologically discouraging and physically limiting, the injury did not ruin the 

investigation.  All of the conclusions and analysis hold, I will just have to wait a little 

longer to apply them.  The Formula could even be applied to a recovery strategy now that 

I can run in a semi-normal capacity.  The target bar, however, will be much lower than 

the marathon in the immediate future.  Where I was focused on simply building mileage 

for the marathon, I will now be focused on building up a balanced running base.  The 

goals of training and matching training intensities will serve as the foundation and the 

volume measurements will allow tracking to limit the chances of re-injury. 

 

Daniels’ Running Formula has shown me that there is some hope for novice runners to 

train effectively.  The specifics may be entirely personal and individual, but fundamental 

training principles and goals apply to runners of all abilities.  For me, the authors’ 

experience dictated what was most important and what the focus of training should be.  I 

was able to make some decisions about the individual plans based on the volume 

measurement techniques introduced by Daniels.  I am confident that the plan that resulted 
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from my analysis will produce the results I was originally seeking.  It is time to “go start 

running,” only now, I know what, when, and how much I should do. 
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Appendix A  –  Training Plans 
 
The Non-Runner’s Marathon Trainer 
 
  Day of Week 

Week 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 - 3 4 - 3 - 5 
2 - 3 4 - 3 - 6 
3 - 3 4 - 3 - 7 
4 - 3 5 - 3 - 8 
5 - 3 5 - 3 - 10 
6 - 4 5 - 4 - 11 
7 - 4 6 - 4 - 12 
8 - 4 6 - 4 - 14 
9 - 4 7 - 4 - 16 
10 - 5 8 - 5 - 16 
11 - 5 8 - 5 - 16 
12 - 5 8 - 5 - 18 
13 - 5 8 - 5 - 18 
14 - 5 8 - 5 - 9 
15 - 3 5 - 3 - 8 
16 - 3 3 - walk 3 - Marathon 

 
 
 
Marathon Training: The Proven 100-Day Program for Success 
 

  Day 
Week 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 12-14 
2 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 6-7 
3 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 5K race 
4 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 14-16 
5 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 7-8 
6 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 5K race 
7 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 16-18 
8 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 8-9 
9 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 5K race 
10 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 18-20 
11 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 9-10 
12 - 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min 30-45 min - 1 hour 
13 - 30 min 30 min 30 min 30 min - - 
14 - - - - - - Marathon 
15 - short short short short - - 
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Marathon: The Ultimate Training Guide 
 
  Day 

Week 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 - 3 3 3 - 6 - 
2 - 3 3 3 - 7 - 
3 - 3 4 3 - 5 - 
4 - 3 4 3 - 9 - 
5 - 3 5 3 - 10 - 
6 - 3 5 3 - 7 - 
7 - 3 6 3 - 12 - 
8 - 3 6 3 - 13 - 
9 - 3 7 4 - 10 - 
10 - 3 7 4 - 15 - 
11 - 4 8 4 - 16 - 
12 - 4 8 5 - 12 - 
13 - 4 9 5 - 18 - 
14 - 5 9 5 - 14 - 
15 - 5 10 5 - 20 - 
16 - 5 8 4 - 12 - 
17 - 4 6 3 - 8 - 
18 - 3 4 2 - - Marathon 

 
 
 
Advanced Marathoning 
 
  Day 

Week 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 - 7 - 9 - 4 12 
2 - 8 - 10 - 5 13 
3 - 8 4 10 - 4 14 
4 - 8 5 10 - 4 15 
5 - 9 5 10 - 5 17 
6 - 8 5 8 - 4 12 
7 - 10 4 11 - 7 18 
8 - 6 12 - 11 5 20 
9 - 6 14 6 - 6 15 
10 - 8 8 5 - 8 14 
11 - 6 12 - 12 5 20 
12 - 8 11 - 4 10K race 17 
13 - 8 9 - 12 5 17 
14 - 8 11 - 4 10K race 17 
15 - 5 10 - 10 4 20 
16 - 8 5 - 4 10K race 16 
17 - 7 8 - 5 - 12 
18 - 6 7 - 5 4 Marathon 
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Appendix B  –  Selected tables from Daniels’ Running Formula 
 
Table 2.2 from Daniels’ Running Formula. 
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 Table 3.1 from Daniels’ Running Formula. 
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 Table 3.2 from Daniels’ Running Formula. 
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Table 3.2 from Daniels’ Running Formula continued. 

 

 



 

 

71 
 

Appendix C  –  Weekly Mileage and Stress Tables 
 
Non-Runner’s 
  Stress 
Week Mileage Slow  Middle Fast 

1 15 47.51 38.19 21.88 
2 16 50.68 40.73 23.33 
3 17 53.85 43.28 24.79 
4 19 60.18 48.37 27.71 
5 21 66.52 53.46 30.63 
6 24 76.02 61.10 35.00 
7 26 82.36 66.19 37.92 
8 28 88.69 71.28 40.83 
9 31 98.19 78.92 45.21 
10 34 107.70 86.56 49.58 
11 34 107.70 86.56 49.58 
12 36 114.03 91.65 52.50 
13 36 114.03 91.65 52.50 
14 27 85.52 68.74 39.38 
15 19 60.18 48.37 27.71 
16 32.2 101.99 81.98 46.96 

 
 
 
 
Marathon Training 
 Mileage Stress 

Week Slow  Middle Fast Slow  Middle Fast 
1 23.84 26.73 37.71 107.68 96.44 76.92 
2 15.47 17.78 26.57 69.77 63.13 52.06 
3 14.94 17.83 28.81 72.21 67.00 58.67 
4 25.84 28.73 39.71 119.58 104.89 79.39 
5 16.47 18.78 27.57 75.06 67.31 54.40 
6 14.94 17.83 28.81 72.21 67.00 58.67 
7 27.84 30.73 41.71 129.87 113.08 83.94 
8 17.47 19.78 28.57 80.35 71.50 56.74 
9 14.94 17.83 28.81 72.21 67.00 58.67 
10 29.84 32.73 43.71 137.75 120.88 91.61 
11 18.47 20.78 29.57 85.64 75.68 59.07 
12 17.76 22.09 38.57 71.33 71.33 71.33 
13 9.47 11.78 20.57 38.04 38.04 38.04 
14 26.20 26.20 26.20 105.23 72.84 48.45 
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Marathon 
  Stress 
Week Mileage Slow  Middle Fast 

1 15 47.51 38.19 21.88 
2 16 50.68 40.73 23.33 
3 15 47.51 38.19 21.88 
4 19 60.18 48.37 27.71 
5 21 66.52 53.46 30.63 
6 18 57.02 45.83 26.25 
7 24 76.02 61.10 35.00 
8 25 79.19 63.65 36.46 
9 24 76.02 61.10 35.00 
10 29 91.86 73.83 42.29 
11 32 101.36 81.47 46.67 
12 29 91.86 73.83 42.29 
13 36 114.03 91.65 52.50 
14 33 104.53 84.01 48.13 
15 40 126.70 101.83 58.33 
16 29 91.86 73.83 42.29 
17 21 66.52 53.46 30.63 
18 35.2 111.50 89.61 51.33 

 
 
 
Advanced Marathoning 
  Stress 
Week Mileage Slow  Middle Fast 

1 32 125.21 100.64 57.68 
2 36 140.45 112.88 64.70 
3 40 171.33 137.33 78.66 
4 42 161.23 129.59 74.30 
5 46 195.94 157.06 89.97 
6 37 141.15 113.45 65.05 
7 50 219.14 175.66 100.57 
8 54 231.57 185.61 106.31 
9 47 190.78 152.73 86.53 
10 43 200.05 159.83 91.52 
11 55 237.75 190.53 109.12 
12 46.2 213.73 170.83 97.81 
13 51 255.29 203.42 115.25 
14 46.2 213.73 170.83 97.81 
15 49 228.70 182.63 104.59 
16 39.2 181.47 144.90 83.00 
17 32 155.86 124.32 71.18 
18 48.2 189.06 151.67 86.48 



 

 

73 
 

Appendix D  –  Weekly Mileage and Stress Plots 
 
 
Non-Runner’s. 
 

Non-Runner's: Mileage by Week
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 Weekly Mileage and Stress Plots cont’d 
 
 
Marathon Training 
 

Marathon Training: Mileage by Week
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 Weekly Mileage and Stress Plots cont’d 
 
 
Marathon 
 

Marathon: Mileage by Week
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Marathon: Stress by Week
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 Weekly Mileage and Stress Plots cont’d 
 
 
Advanced Marathoning 
 

Advanced Marathoning: Mileage by Week
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Advanced Marathoning: Stress by Week
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Appendix E  –  Mileage and Training Stress Plots for Middle-Ability Runner  
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Appendix F  –  Example Daily Log from Henderson’s Marathon Training 
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