Statutory law is written and passed by the UK Parliament. Parliament makes and passes legislation; however, it is up to the courts to apply the legislation (Allbon and Dua, 2020). When Parliament passes a piece of legislation it is not possible to ask each member of Parliament what was meant when they passed the Act (Gillespie and Weare, 2021). 
An Act is carefully written, and the draftsmen try to ensure that they are clear with what is meant by the legislation, however, the statues can contain words with different meaning and words that are no longer used in today’s society as some statues date back to hundreds of years ago, despite being applicable today (Laver, 2020). Consequently, sometimes courts have to interpret an Act’s meaning through the process of statutory interpretation. One of the key principles of statutory interpretation is to simplify and shorten the legislation and to have more consistency and understanding of the legislation (Carter, 2022). Statutory interpretation is a way in which the higher structure of the courts develops the law. 
There are three rules to statutory interpretation they are the literal rule, the golden rule, and the mischief rule. The literal rule requires the courts to apply the law that was created by Parliament and to interpret the words according to their natural meaning, this is the usual starting point in the process of statutory interpretation (Wilson, et al, 2020). As stated by Lord Diplock in Duport Street Ltd v Sirls (1980), ‘the role of the judiciary is to find out from the words that Parliament approved and what its intention was and to what effect’. The golden rule is seen as the common-sense approach. This rule is where the ordinary definition of the word leads to an absurd meaning, leading to the natural of the words can be modified or an alternative definition can be used. Another aspect of the golden rule is that it is not for the courts to judge the absurdity of a legislation only to apply the legislation. The mischief rule requires the courts to look at what the law was prior to the legislation being passed and to see if there were any gaps that the legislation intended to cover up. 
Upon considering the nature of statutory interpretation, many would argue that statutory interpretation undermines Parliament’s supremacy and legislation’s essence as a primary source of law and judges could potentially use the ambiguity of words to redefine the intention of legislation. The courts could be seen as acting as though they are the legislature even though they do not have the democratic mandate to do so (Pey, 2021). However, upon further inspection of the number of inconsistences and ambiguities found with within the legislation it is apparent that statutory interpretation is needed and in reality, does not undermine the primacy of Parliamentary legislation. 
Firstly, contrary to the beliefs of those who argue that statutory interpretation undermines the status of legislation as the primary source of the UK law, statutory interpretation actually upholds the supremacy of Parliament and Parliament’s intention. This is due to the fact that there are many examples of principles within the doctrine of statutory interpretation that clearly emphasise the need to uphold Parliament’s intention. For example, according to section 3 of the Human Rights Act 1998, Parliament has even gone so far as to grant courts more power to depart from an unambiguous meaning within legislation in order to make it convention compliant (Supreme Court 2021). Whilst many would argue that this is merely to avoid having to make a declaration of incompatibility, therefore Parliament’s sovereign intention to grant the courts this power does not necessarily apply to cases that do not involve human rights. However, this clearly shows that Parliament is willing to grant these powers onto the courts in the first place which implies that they do not recognise the principle of statutory interpretation as an undermining of their legislation’s primacy. 
Another example of how the intentions behind Parliamentary legislation are upheld is the fact that the courts take into account the context surrounding the creation of the Act and one of Parliament’s many objectivise when enacting legislation which is to reflect the values of our ever-changing society. The mischief rule is a prime example of this, as it looks at what gaps in the law Parliament intended to cover up when enacting the particular legislation, therefore when interpreting the words within the legislation they are using Parliament’s initial intentions to fully comprehend the meaning of the Act. Additionally, legislation enacted by Parliament usually intends to uphold the views of the general public. There have been instances where the courts using statutory interpretation have aimed to do so, and this has fulfilled the intention of the legislation even if it was inadvertently. In Fitzpatrick v Sterling Housing Association (1999) for example, the meaning of ‘member of a family’ was interpreted to include a same sex partner, which clearly indicates that when legislation is no longer able to reflect the views of the public, statutory interpretation can act as an aid to do so, by changing the meaning to be more reflective of society itself. 
The necessity of statutory interpretation also supports the idea that the doctrine of statutory interpretation does not diminish the status of legislation as a primary source of law. For example, the Coronavirus Act 2020 clearly indicate why statutory interpretation is needed. This Act is an example of situations where Acts need to be swiftly enacted, and they are not examined with as much thorough scrutiny as what other Acts are forced to undergo. Consequently, the language in these types of Acts is not going to be clear and is surely going to leave some ambiguities. Therefore, the courts will have no choice but to interpret the language in a way in which they see fit, otherwise there will be gaps within the law. As a result, statutory interpretation should not be viewed as an opponent to the status of Parliament’s legislation, and instead it should be viewed as a tool that aids Parliament in ensuring that the legislation is clear, even when they are under circumstances which prevents them from doing so. 
On the other hand, it has been argued that statutory interpretation, whilst clearly demonstrating some benefits has diminished Parliamentary legislations primacy. The courts interpret statues on a daily basis and alter the meaning of words found within legislation without making members of Parliament aware of each and every decision made as it would be impossible to do so (Diggory, 2020). It is certainly true that members of Parliament are unable to be aware of all alterations made by the courts, this perception of statutory interpretation suggests that judges potentially diminish the importance of primary legislation as they could freely interpret legislation in any way, they which to do so without being reviewed by Parliament. However, this is not the case as the literal rule, the golden rule, and the mischief rule are clearly limitations that control the extent to which courts are able to depart from the original terms found in legislation. 
Furthermore, whilst it could be argued that just because statutory interpretation is necessary and seemingly upholds the intention of Parliament in respect to human rights, this does not necessarily mean that statutory interpretation does not diminish legislation’s primacy. This is because, whilst courts cannot go completely against the wording of Parliament during their interpretation, this does not necessarily mean that they cannot interpret words in a way that is contradictory to the intentions of Parliament. However, this makes the incorrect assumption that judges simply make decisions on a whim and use their own views as to what a word means. When interpreting statue and the meaning of its words the courts do take into account statements made in Parliament by ministers during creation of the legislation, as the power was granted to them by the case of Pepper v Hart (1993), whereas before this would have been regarded as a breach of Parliamentary privilege (Kelly, 2005). Therefore, when interpreting legislation, the courts are able to use the context of the Act’s enacted along with the views of the ministers involved in the creation, which clearly indicates that the courts take the intention of Parliament into account. Furthermore, when interpreting statue judges of the higher court judges make decisions based on principle and rationality (Partington, 2021), therefore they are not interpreting words based on their own opinion. 
Overall, whilst the power to interpret the ambiguities or obscurities found in legislation seemingly diminishes the status of legislation as the primary source of UK law as it could potentially lead judges to interpret language in any way they please, this surface level perception of statutory interpretation does not take into account the limits imposed on judges when carrying out statutory interpretation and the clear intention to uphold the aims of Parliament’s legislation. 
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