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Legal Process
It may be argued that the principle of statutory interpretation diminishes the status of legislation as the primary source of law in the UK. Discuss.

A statute is a written piece of legislation that has been created by Parliament to govern society, it is the primary source of law in the UK and is enforced by various authorities and prosecuting bodies.
Statutory interpretation refers to when a judge will interpret the statute’s intention when its wording appears to be ambiguous as to what they mean or who they are aimed at Wilson. S, et al. (2020, PP 117-118). 
It is also used to establish what is meant when an act contains a broad term e.g. Dangerous Dogs Act (1991).  Statutory interpretation also looks at new developments and changes in the use of language, such as that found in the Cheeseman v DPP Case (1990). In this case, the judge used the literal rule on S28 of the Town and Country Planning Act (1847) and concluded that stationed police were not passers-by.
Lord Usher in R v Judge of the City of London Court, (1892) said ‘if the words of an act are clear then you must follow them even though they lead to a manifest absurdity’.  He failed to recognise that the English language is sometimes ambiguous and it may lead to absurdities and loopholes that may be exploited.  This would result in an outcome not intended by the original legislation, and in this case, it could be argued that statutory interpretation does not diminish the status of legislation, rather, it assists it in achieving the goals it was put in place to achieve.
Within statutory interpretation, there are different methods that a judge can use in order to interpret the meaning of a word within a piece of legislation. 
One of the methods is the literal rule. When the judge applies the literal rule, it gives all of the words in the statute their usual meaning. This means that the wording of the statute must be taken literally Allbon. E (2020 PP 69). An example of the application of the literal rule is in the case of Fisher v Bell, (1961). Here, the defendant was a shopkeeper who had displayed a flick knife in their shop window with a price ticket displayed behind it.  The shopkeeper was charged with the offence of offering to sell a flick knife. When reviewing the case, the judge needed to establish whether the knife was actually being offered for sale or not. The judge used the literal rule and found the shopkeeper not guilty of trying to sell the flick knife. In this case, the judge’s use of the literal rule undermined the intention and status of the legislation.
An alternative method that the judge can use is the golden rule. This is applied when the literal rule may create an absurdity and may not apply properly to the situation involved. This allows the judge to look for more than one meaning of the wording in the relevant statute. Keenan. D, (2007 PP 203). An example of the application of the golden rule was Alder v George (1964). Here, the defendant was charged with obstruction of forces whilst in the vicinity of a prohibited area, whilst he was actually already on the property. However, under the Official Secrets Act (1920), it is stated that it is an offence to obstruct a member of the armed forces in the vicinity of a prohibited place. The judge decided to apply the golden rule because the literal rule would mean the defendant would be found not guilty. This resulted in the defendant being charged under the act, as the alternative approach using the literal rule, would have found him not guilty and therefore would have diminished the status of the primary legislation. 
A third method that the judge can use to help interpret a statute is to use the mischief rule. This rule allows the judge to find out what remedy Parliament have resolved and appointed a statute to cure the problem they were having Wilson. S et al (2020, PP 124). An example where the mischief rule was applied is the case of Royal College of Nursing of UK v Department of Health and Social Security (1981) where the Royal College of Nursing brought an action challenging the legality of the involvement of nurses in the practice of carrying out abortions where the Offences Against a Person Act (1861) makes it illegal to carry out an abortion. The judge used the mischief rule and under the Abortion Act (1967) it was held that nurses would be allowed to legally perform abortions. In this case, the application of the mischief rule supported the primary legislation. 
There are some internal and external aids that a judge can use to assist them with interpreting a statute. Internal aids of interpretation can consist of the statute itself and the “rules of language”. Rules of language enable the judge to indicate as to what the intention is behind the words used in a statute. These rules of language include phrases like Ejusdem Generis, meaning “of the same kind”,  Expressio unis est exclusion alterius, meaning “express mention of one thing is the exclusion of all others, and Noscitur a sociis, meaning “a word is known by the company it keeps” Wilson. S, et al (2020, PP 149).
Furthermore, there are also many external aids that the judge can utilise when interpreting a statute. For example, these external aids consist of the use of dictionaries, textbooks, reports, historical settings, treaties, Hansard, and previous case law. However, the meaning which may be given in the dictionary often does not make sense in all contexts, Smith. A.T.H, Williams. G . (2006, PP 123). 
Modern legislation seeks to address this issue through the inclusion of interpretation sections such that they negate the need for a judge to use their subjective opinion to effectively change the statute within their own spectrum of the meaning of a word,  but instead, are restricted to the different meanings of the words that Parliament grant them to have.
Statutory interpretation may also be used when a broad term is used. This is because the draftsman of the statute may have left it to the user to decide what the term should include “Where a statute bans vehicles from the park, this obviously includes cars and lorries, but the courts would have to decide whether it also prohibited skateboards, bikes or roller skates, for example.” Allbon. E (2020, PP 68).  This inevitably requires a judge to use statutory interpretation and therefore diminishes the status of legislation as the primary source of law.
As outlined above, statutory interpretation in some cases complements the legislation, often having a positive impact on cases, as without its use the outcome of a case may be unfair to one or both of the parties involved in the court case, and therefore it could be argued that statutory interpretation does not diminish the status of legislation but augments it.
However, in other examples, its use has been shown to undermine the primary legislation.  This is concerning with regards to the principle of separation of powers. Under this principle, Parliament and the judiciary are meant to remain separate, a Parliament is meant to create legislation and judges are meant to enforce it. However, with statutory interpretation, judges have the ability to alter the meaning of the words that Parliament have used in a statute, and therefore diminish the status of legislation as the primary source of law in the UK.
Furthermore, decisions made by a judge become case law, this is primary law if made at a higher court, or ‘court of record’ and is binding on and must be followed and applied by less senior courts when interpreting the same legislative provisions.  As a result, judges become influential lawmakers, thus undermining and potentially diminishing the status of legislation as the primary source of law.
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