A valid argument from Hempel and Oppenheim, “Studies in the Logic of Explanation”
 
1. It is true that the logical similarity of explanation and prediction, and the fact that one is directed towards past occurrences, the other towards future.
2. The features of explanation and prediction in science is by no means novel; it simply sum up and states explicitly some essential points which have been known by many methodologists and scientists.
3. Hence certain uniformities are unquestionably depended on in the explanatory argument, it is not likely to argue convincingly that the intended laws, which at present cannot all be stated explicitly, are of a causal rather than a statistical character.
This valid argument is sound

[bookmark: _GoBack]Premise 2 is true. Because a car turned over on the road because one of its tires blew out while the car was traveling at high speed. Based on just this information, the accident could not have been predicted, for the explanation provides no explicit general laws through which the prediction might be affected, nor does it state adequately the antecedent conditions which would be needed for the prediction. When we explain the appearance of shooting stars by showing that they are identical with portions of a comet. But clearly, this identity does not provide an explanation of the phenomenon of shooting stars unless we presuppose the laws governing the development of heat and light as the effect of friction. The observation of similarities has explanatory value only if it involves at least tacit reference to general laws.
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