According to McLeod When a case involves a statute, it is sometimes necessary to interpret the words of the statute. However, there are times when the words of the statute have a plain and straightforward meaning.
Statutory interpretation has been brought about in order to help judges make a decision when the acts or regulations of a case may be ambiguous or unclear. The judges will have to make a decision, and this could differ the case completely. However, within most cases the legislation and the wording to so will be clear, and the arguments between victim and defendant will be based on their differing accounts of the evidence and conflicting evidence as stated by Elliot and Quinn(2016). 
Statutory interpretation has come about to be necessary especially in cases such as the case of Coltman V Bibby [1988], provided by university of London (2022). The case illustrates how statutory interpretation rules may be used to determine the intention of parliament. Within this case Leo Coltman died when a ship on which he worked. Claimants were seeking damages from the defendant employers on behalf of the estate of Coltman, Bibby Tankers Ltd. The case sets out the difficulties that become over the use of definitions in statutes: the house of lords had to decide whether a ship was in fact classed as equipment for the purpose of the employer’s liability within the Defective Equipment Act 1969. If a ship was in fact classed as equipment, then the defendant would be liable to pay damages to Leo Coltman’s estate. Within the Act of Defective Equipment Act (1969) in S1(3) it states that ‘any plant equipment and machinery, vehicle, aircraft, and clothing…. Personal injury includes loss of life’. It was in fact decided that a ship was equipment, but the courts of appeal decided it was not. Although this case did not, perhaps work in favour of Coltman, but it does clearly indicate how statutory interpretation is in fact necessary. 
Within statutory interpretation there are two elements, in which are literal and purposive approach. Both these approaches apply the purpose of determining how judges should go about determining the meaning of statute. The purposive approach is used greatly in interpreting the statutes rather than the literal approach. The purposive approach rejects strongly on judges’ limitations on searching the meaning of the literal meaning of the word in the legislation itself.  
Statutory interpretation is made up of three strict rules. These rules are the literal rules, the golden rule and the mischief rule. These rules have been developed over time therefore, providing an important framework for interpretation. 
In terms of the literal rule, In the absence of any ambiguity, words in a statute should be given their literal meaning. Judges who favour this approach often consult dictionaries to construe (interpret) words according to their natural meaning. under the literal rule, the words in a statute are given their ordinary and natural meaning. Legislation is read, and no further analysis is required, disregarding the plain meaning of the words. In the Berriman case (1946), a railway worker died while doing some 'oiling' on a railway line because there was no lookout point, a plain reading resulted in a harsh result. Mrs. Berriman was denied compensation because the relevant act only required look out points to be issued to workers relaying or repairing the line. oiling did not come within either of the two categories. this result was clearly harsh and unjust, Harris (2009).
The next rule is the golden rule. As mentioned within lawteacher, Where the ordinary meaning of words leads to apparent absurdity, the natural meaning of the word may be modified, or an alternative definition chosen in order to avoid such absurdities. Ultimately, the golden rule is common-sense approach if judges are seeking to carry out parliament’s intent, since surely parliament could not have intended an absurd outcome. A different view holds that courts should not judge the absurdity of parliamentary legislation but applying it. An application of the golden rule approach is seen in Allen [1872], a case involving a charge of bigamy under OAPA 1861. According to OAPA, it is an offence for a married person to marry any other person during the lifetime of his spouse. A valid marriage could only be contracted between a man and a woman, neither of whom is married to another. As drafted, the offence of bigamy could not be committed since any such second ‘marriage’ would be void. In order to avoid the absurdity, the words shall marry were interpreted as “shall go through marriage ceremony with” and the appellants conviction for bigamy was upheld. In this way, the golden rule is closely related to the literal rule but allows for deviations from the literal rule where an interpretation would be repugnant, inconsistent with another section of the statute or simply absurd.  
The final rule within statutory interpretation is the mischief rule. The mischief rule was first brought about within Heydon’s case [1584]. This rule requires judges to consider what parliament was trying to accomplish by passing legislation. Any ambiguity within the act would be interpreted in such a way as to ensure that the intentions of parliament were achieved. Heydon’s case is a classic example of how to formulate this rule. Judges are required to answer the following questions: what was the common law before the making of the act? Where did the common law fail to provide for the mischief and defect? What remedy did parliament resolve and appoint “to cure the disease of the commonwealth (the state)”? for what real reason was it appointed? Gov (2022)
Once these questions have been answered the courts should be in the position to understand what parliament was attempting to achieve and to give effect to that intention. In modern times, statutes may have been introduced to replace earlier laws, and in this case, the questions should be amended accordingly, inbrief.
As presented by CieLawTutor, Typical problems within statutory interpretation include a failure of legislation to address a specific point, ambiguity as to its meaning, drafting errors, new legal developments, and changes in language. Old statutes often use words that have different meanings today than they did in the 18th century as stated by inbreif.com. one of the many problems caused by statutory interpretation includes this within the literal rule. The main disadvantage of the literal rule is that there is little emphasis on end result. This issue is emphasised within the case of Fisher V Bell. Fisher V Bell is a case in which refers to contractual definition of offer and selling things. The court squashed the shop owners’ convictions because he merely gave ‘invitation to treat’ and did not ‘offer for sale’ the flick knife. This deems all Acts of Parliament using the words of ‘offer’ to be null since all parties can only give invitation to treat and not ‘offer for sale’ of anything.
In conclusion it has come clear through research above that statutory interpretation does in fact diminish legislation as the primary source of law within the UK law. 
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