


Statutory interpretation refers to the methods used to interpret the law in different ways to achieve the desired outcome in cases. This essay aims to explain the different rules that are applied regarding the statutory interpretation and analyze relevant case law in which these rules were applied and discuss how the interpretation of the law influenced the outcomes of the cases. The history of interpreting statute will be discussed, and reasons for the need for statutory interpretation will be examined, as well as the disadvantages that it may lead to in certain cases. Throughout the essay, expert opinions that were obtained from scholarly sources will be referenced to back up any claims or evidence provided. Finally, the essay will conclude that statutory interpretation rules are necessary for certain circumstances to prevent the misuse of the law, but that the literal golden rules of interpretation should apply, and the purposive rule should not be used as it violates the doctrines of separation of powers and parliamentary sovereignty.
	Initially, judges used to be members of the council of the King. Therefore, interpretation was not required, as the judges themselves were creating the law and then applying it with the same intention that they had made it. As the years went by, eventually, the King became the sole legislator in conjunction with the Parliament, which led to several changes. One of these changes was that judges did not always understand the intention with which Parliament and the King had written certain laws and therefore had to seek guidance as to what the King’s intention at the time of writing the provision was before applying the law.
During the revolution, the King’s rule was abolished, and there was a separation of powers between the judiciary, the executive, and the legislature. Due to the doctrine of separation of powers, it became the judges’ duty solely to interpret the law as was required (Palsikar, 2020). However, it is important that in the case of Pepper v Hart, it was decided that the rule that Parliamentary debates could not be considered by the judiciary when they sought guidance as to what a specific provision meant should be removed (Styles, 1994). Therefore, in this way, the separation of powers in the aspect of statutory interpretation is not absolute.
    The need for statutory interpretation mainly arises when the wording of a provision of the legislation is unclear, contradicts the intention of the statute, or could have a multitude of different meanings. Such ambiguities often arise because the provisions are written in a generalised way to cover an array of different issues. Therefore, interpreting the statute allows the judges to deconstruct and understand such provisions, and apply them in a manner that is in line with the object of the statute. Due to the implementation of separation of powers, judges are the only ones who have the power to interpret statutes in such a manner, and due to the high amount of responsibility this carries, certain rules have been established regarding the statutory interpretation, i.e., the literal, golden, and purposive rules. (Palsikar, 2020).
	The most well-known method of statutory interpretation is the literal rule, which has been followed by judges all over the world for years. As the name suggests, this rule aims to follow the wording of the legislation as literally as possible. Lord Diplock defined the literal rule in a judgment in which he stated:
Where the meaning of the statutory words is plain and unambiguous, it is not then for the judges to invent fancied ambiguities as an excuse for failing to give effect to its plain meaning because they consider the consequences for doing so would be inexpedient, or even unjust or immoral. (Duport Steels Ltd v Sirs, 1980)
 In this statement, Lord Diplock was trying to say that it was not right for judges to deviate from the actual meaning of the words in a provision, no matter how unfair the result appears to be. If judges were to do so, they would be going against the intentions of the Parliament by applying the law in a manner that suits them. 
         A situation in which the literal rule applied is that of R v Harris, in which the statute describes an offense to occur in the case of stabbing or wounding someone. However, the defendant, in this case, had bitten the victim, and this was not deemed to be covered in the provision. Therefore, the defendant was not held liable (R v Harris, 1836). Another instance where the literal rule can be observed is in Fisher v Bell, in which, as per the relevant statute, it was an offense to provide certain weapons for sale in shops (Fisher v Bell, 1960). James Bell, who ran a shop, had displayed a pocket knife in the window of the shop. When he was brought into court, the judges ultimately ruled that, as per contract law, having an item displayed in a window at a shop does not constitute the shopkeeper’s intention to sell. Therefore, according to the literal meaning of the provision, James Bell was not held liable.
        There are several benefits to the literal rule, such as the fact that it is highly unlikely that any personal biases of the judges could influence the application of the law, which would be in line with the concept of the rule of law, i.e., the law is above everyone. Additionally, it is in line with the doctrine of separation of powers, as it respects the sovereignty of the Parliament. However, issues with this rule include the fact that it can be used to manipulate the law to one’s advantage and for those who deserve to be held liable to escape liability, such as in R v Harris. When considering this case, although it is true that “biting” does not literally fall under the definitions of “stabbing” or “wounding,” it seems like common sense that someone who bites someone should be punished in the same way that someone who wounded a person would be punished. However, the literal rule allowed the defendant to escape liability, which could be considered unjust. Therefore, the literal rule is the most inflexible of the rules of statutory interpretation for the judges, as it only permits them to apply the law as per the actual meaning of the words.
	Another rule of the interpretation of statutes is called the golden rule, which slightly deviates from the literal rule. This method is considered to have arisen from the case of Grey v Pearson. In the judgment, Lord Wensleydale stated:
The grammatical and ordinary sense of the words is to be adhered to unless that would lead to some absurdity or some repugnance or inconsistency with the rest of the instrument, in which case the grammatical and ordinary sense of the words may be modified to avoid the absurdity and inconsistency, but no farther. 
What Lord Wensleydale meant when he said this was that the literal rule would be considered the standard way of applying the law in most situations; however, if the wording of the law was very ambiguous, to the point that applying it only literally would be obviously inconsistent with the intentions of Parliament, the golden rule could apply and permit a slightly wider interpretation in some cases.
      Regarding this rule, the question arises as to how widely it can be applied, which is why two separate approaches to the golden rule can be identified in the courts’ applications of it. For example, a wide approach was taken in the case of Re Sigsworth, in which a son had committed murder, killing his mother (Re Sigsworth, 1935).  As the mother had died intestate, i.e., had not made a will, the son would inherit her estate under the Administration of Justice Act 1925, as he was the next of kin. Upon reading the provisions of the act, it is clear that the wording was not vague in any way, but the court did not think it was feasible to allow the son to let the son gain an advantage after committing the crime of murder. Therefore, the courts made use of the golden rule of statutory interpretation and held that the law did not allow the son to inherit his mother’s estate. A narrower approach to the golden rule was taken in the instance of R v Allen, in which the unclear definition of the words “shall marry” provided in the Offences against the Person Act 1861 for the offense of bigamy was considered with the aid of a restrictive view of the golden rule (R v Allen, 1872). The judges considered the words “shall marry” to mean to undergo the process of a marriage ceremony rather than to have a legal marriage, as the latter decision would have been considered an absurdity since it is illegal to marry twice in the UK. Therefore, using this process of interpretation, Allen was held liable for committing bigamy by undergoing a wedding ceremony.
      This rule has proven to be useful, as it prevents the use of loopholes in the wording of statutes to be misused and provides a way to correct any drafting mistakes in the law. However, the issue with the golden rule is that there is no definition of what constitutes “absurdity” as Lord Wensleydale phrased it. The approach seems to widely differ from case to case, with some judges taking a broad approach and others taking a narrow approach, failing to establish any consistency in the way this rule is applied. This view was reiterated in the 1969 Law Commission Report, in which it was stated that the fact that the definition of what is “absurd” is highly subjective makes it difficult to apply the golden rule, which is why it is significantly less commonly used in the UK as compared to other states (Xanthaki, 2012).
      The purposive rule, which deviates even further from the literal rule, arises in situations where the judges are looking at the words in question in the context of the statute as a whole and cannot figure out the meaning with which Parliament intended the words. Lord Denning has stated that judges often do not always follow what the law literally means, or pay attention to the grammar and word choice, but they go by the intention that is behind the law (Lücke, 2005).
      An example of the use of the purposive approach can be seen in the instance of Smith vs Hughes, in which the defendants, who were prostitutes, were soliciting, which was being considered according to a provision in the Street Offences Act 1959 (Smith v Hughes, 1960). According to the provision, soliciting from a public place was an offence. However, the prostitutes had been soliciting from their balconies, which would have been considered to be private premises as per the literal rule. However, the courts took a purposive approach, stating that the intentions of the act were meant to cover such acts. Therefore, the defendants were held liable even though their actions were not literally an offence in the statute.
      The purposive rule has certain advantages, as it permits the judges to interpret the law to the extent that allows them to fill the gap in the provision that the law has missed out. The benefits of this rule includes the fact that, similar to the wide interpretation of the golden rule, it stops people from being able the misuse loopholes in the wording of the law and can allow the courts to hold liable those that they believe are required to face liability as per their presumption of the intentions of Parliament. However, it can be argued that this rule is not in line with the concept of Parliamentary Sovereignty, as the Parliament was not supreme at the time that this rule was created. Additionally, it has been argued that this approach puts too much power in the hands of the judiciary, and makes the law itself unclear (Ali, 2020). Finally, as the purposive rule blurs the line between the powers of the judiciary and the legislature, it has also been argued that it does not uphold the doctrine of separation of powers. Using the purposive approach, the judges may apply the law in whatever manner they consider appropriate, even if is not necessarily what the Parliament intended when they wrote the law, allowing them to encroach into the role of Parliament to a certain extent (Bulathwela, 2015).
	Another aspect of interpreting a statute in the UK is when it must be interpreted in a way that is in line with international law obligations. According to Article 27 of the Vienna Convention (Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, 1969), the UK can not use provisions of internal statutes to disregard the requirements imposed on the UK by international treaties. Therefore, the UK is bound to interpret statutes in a way that does not violate international law. This, too, is often considered to defy the concept of parliamentary supremacy (Butchard, 2020). 
	The interpretation of statutes is a significant aspect of the function of the judiciary in the UK. The importance of statutory interpretation is continuously increasing as time passes, particularly as more of the law becomes codified. The courts decide most cases with the use of statutory interpretation and very rarely face criticism for interpreting the law incorrectly or contrary to the intentions of the Parliament. This essay has discussed specific issues with each rule of statutory interpretation. However, there has been criticism regarding the application of statutory interpretation as a whole, particularly that excess importance is given to the literal rule, and not enough importance is given to the meaning of the statute in other contexts. Sometimes, when the court is facing a difficult case of interpretation, it may be prone to taking the easy route i.e., literal interpretation and relying on the simple meaning of the provision without considering any other aspects. Another issue regarding statutory interpretation is that the rules of interpretation are of concern not only to lawyers but also to many other sections of society. For example, taxpayers, social workers, and employees often require basic information, and sometimes even detailed information, about statutory provisions that apply to them (The Law Commission and the Scottish Law Commission, 1969). While these people may obtain expert advice when required, taking such steps would often be tedious and time-consuming. Therefore, it is arguable that the statute itself should be clear enough to be understood by the public without the need for interpretation, especially as interpretation seems to vary on a case-to-case basis widely.

  


























Conclusion
	In conclusion, the need for statutory interpretation arose when judges were no longer members of the King’s council, and the responsibility of making laws shifted to the King in conjunction with the Parliament and then exclusively to Parliament when there was a separation of the powers in the UK. As the doctrine of separation of the powers provided the judges solely with the ability to apply the law, it became necessary to create specific rules of interpretation to allow them to apply the statute in a manner that achieved its objectives. The rules of interpretation include the literal, golden, and purposive rules, and all of these methods have been applied in various cases, all of which have their advantages and disadvantages. Additionally, there are issues with the general concept of statutory interpretation, as it creates ambiguity as to the actual meaning of the law and makes it difficult for the general public to understand. Therefore, while rules of interpreting statute are necessary for the application of the law in a way that prevents the use of loopholes to avoid liability, it seems reasonable that the literal and golden rules should be upheld, as they allow the law to be applied in a way that prevents its misuse. However, clear guidelines should be established as to the golden rule, to prevent the fluctuation between the narrow and wide approaches of the rule. Additionally, the purposive rule should be avoided, as it provides too much freedom to the judiciary to apply the law however they like, which goes against the doctrine of separation of powers and parliamentary sovereignty.
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