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Statutes are the key laws passed by parliament. Statutory interpretation is the way judges in court look statute law to decide how to deal with a case. Some cases do not let the judges interpret the statute because the case does not have one, instead the court looks at the common law instead. Some cases are very complicated and have statutes that need a lot of understanding.
When a case has a statute that is unclear, it is up to the judge to come up with an accurate definition of the specific statute which applies for the case. For example, ...  This means that the meaning of the statute it is influenced by the judiciary and that it is down to the judge to decide what it means.	Comment by Sian Turvey: Is it really? Explain how and why you think this. A statute is not made by a judge and its meaning has already been determined by parliament. Judges only interpret in certain circumstances – explain these. 	Comment by Claire Edwards: explain it in much more detail and then make the claim that statute can be influenced by judiciary in the conclusion
The interpretation of statutes is about the ‘problem of communication’ (Wilson et al, 2020). This links to the limits of the language that Parliament and the judiciary use and how those words explain what the law means. There are many different perspectives on the process of interpretation, which include understanding the intentions behind the words of a statute, the audience these words are aimed at, what the words actually say and finally, when using those words, looking at whether they talk about one agenda or multiple agendas. 	Comment by Sian Turvey: Citation needed. Do not make unsubstantiated claims. 
Talk about, does statutory interpretation diminishing the status of legislation	Comment by Sian Turvey: Remember that you should not include sub-headings in an academic essay. 
It has been suggested from Wilson et al (2020), that statutory interpretation does not dimmish the statutes of UK Legislation. Firstly, the language from a statute can be non-specific or vague with certain individual words, for example in criminal cases if one of the statutes involves the words ‘profanity’ or ‘indecency’, it would be difficult to describe it precisely Subjective opinion as to what constitutes profanity or indecency – needs more detail or examples. Meanwhile, in civil cases where a building had been damaged from either natural or man-made causes, then the statute would need to have an accurate definition of what a ‘building’ is, however there is no specific list of objects to show what a building must have or what type of structure could be classed as a building, for example could a caravan be classed as a ‘building’. Vagueness happens when words have multiple possible meanings. Words may have either a specific technical meaning or an ordinary more general meaning. For example, in Fisher v Bell [1961], the court had to determine what the word ‘offer’ meant, because the shop owner was displaying flick knifes in the shop window, and because of the Restriction of Offensive Weapons Act 1959 s.1, it was prohibited for someone to “offer for sale or hire” certain offensive weapons. In the ‘ordinary’ dictionary, the definition would suggest it was okay to offer goods inside a shop for display and nothing more, so for the Fisher v Bell case, placing an item in a shop window was seen as not making an offer, but however inviting a (potential) purchaser to make an offer, and in this case the shop owner was acquitted of attempting to sell ‘offensive weapons’. Following this case, however, the technical definition of the word offer was clarified in law. This is more complex as it gives the definition of ‘offer’ as a small association of people having an agreement, containing some terms and conditions, and they must have the intention to obey those terms. In summary, in relation to this statute, an offer is now defined as an attempt at making a mandatory contract. This shows that interpretation can change the outcome of a case guilty/not guilty in your own words. This case study shows how important it is, when a specific word is not described probably it can create confusion when dealing with that statute at court in the future. That is why for this case, statutory interpretation had to be important to determine the final decision.  	Comment by Sian Turvey: It is too early in your essay to reach this conclusion. 	Comment by Claire Edwards: use cautious language	Comment by Claire Edwards: double check meaning from original book	Comment by Sian Turvey: How does this contribute to the point you are making? Remember to always link with the essay question. 
Secondly, statutory interpretation helps with new problems that could suddenly come in, that were no predicted just after the legislation was drafted and passed such as in the case of The Royal College of Nursing of the United Kingdom v Department of Health and Social Security [1981] AC 800. This case was to determine whether “a person shall not be guilty of an offence under the law relating to abortion when a pregnancy is terminated by a registered medical practitioner” (Offences Against the Person Act, 1861, ss.58 and 59). When the act was passed to be a statute, the method of abortion was surgical and needed a doctor. In 1980, the common method changed to using a chemical fluid injected into the womb to trigger premature birth of the foetus (medical induction), which would then be carried out by nurses. The question that the House of Lords were given was, under the Abortion Act (1976) s.1(1) could a fully registered medical practitioner (a doctor), have a non-registered medical practitioner (a nurse) work with them under their instructions to give an ‘abortifacient fluid’ into the mother’s womb to cause the abortion to happen. In the end there was a 3:2 majority vote that decided no. The reason was because the majority felt that the new procedure may encourage back-street and unsafe abortions, which is what the original Act had been aiming to prevent. This was clarified in law so how does interpretation come in?	Comment by Sian Turvey: Again, link this point back to the central argument. 

The rules	Comment by Sian Turvey: Remember to delete sub-headings. 
The Mischief rule
The mischief rule was created so that the court could interpret the statute and make sure that the statute is covered and has no errors. A formulation of the rule can be found in Heydon's case (1584) 3 Co Rep 7a. During the case it was said that the true interpretation of a statute, must have consider four things. 1. What was the common law before the making of the Act. 2.What was the mischief and defect for which the common law did not provide / The statute might need to change because it is outdated and needs to reconstructed for the present time. 3. What remedy the Parliament hath resolved and appointed to cure the disease of the Commonwealth / The statute has been changed around. 4. The true reason of the remedy / the reconstructed and the new statute been created. 	Comment by Sian Turvey: You should explain that stat interpretation is underpinned by three rules. Explain them and how this links to the central argument. 
The mischief rule can lead to either positive or negative reinforcement on a statute. The negative of the 'mischief act' is, according to Law commission (Report No. 21, 1969), The mischief rule was only designed for evil cases. However, dealing with the evil cases can lead positive reinforcement, for example in the case of Smith v Hughes, the case involves woman prostitutes in a house trying to attract males going pass them in the streets by yelling from the balconies and tapping on the windows. The Streets offences Act 1959 s.1 (1) says it was ' an offence for a prostitute to roam around in a street or public places and try and get away with prostitution. The defendant’s conviction was upheld due to the act not being clear enough where the prostitutes had to be when the 'solicitation' took place.
The Literal rule
The literal rule main purpose is to focus on the wording of the statute, also it is the first process when dealing with the interpretation of a statute. In the case Duport Steels Ltd v Sirs [1980] 1 WLR 142, 157, Lord Diplock said “The role of the judge is confined to ascertaining from the words that Parliament has approved as expressing it's intention what that laws intention actually is and give its full effect to it." (MEANING). The literal rule also has to be used on the assumption that the meanings of the word and sentences are clear which in some cases they are not. The literal role is now out-dated and has been outshined by the other rules (the golden and the mischief rule).
A case which involves the Literal rule, is the Fisher v Bell [1961] 1 QB 394. The case involved a shopkeeper having a display in the window a ‘flick knife with a ticket stating “Ejector knife-4s”’. The shopkeeper was arrested for breaking the Restriction of Offensive Weapons Act 1959 s.1, where it says “provided that any person who manufactures, sells, or hires or offers for sale or hire a flick knife should be guilty of an offence. It was held by the Divisional Court of the Queens Bench Division that an “offer” had not been made. Through further talk, the Court gave a new definition on what the word “offer” meant; therefore, the shopkeeper was found not guilty and the offence was not committed. Lord Parker CJ said that under the common law, having a display on a shop window with a price on it is an ‘invitation to treat’ and not a legal offer. In the 1959 Act, it was later changed by the Restriction of Offensive Weapons Act [1961] s.1, that the offence was expanded to “include where a person exposes… for the purpose of sale’ a flick knife.” 	Comment by Jamie Dick (2103999): Is repeating the same case law, i.e. The Fisher v Bell case allowed	Comment by Sian Turvey: Do not repeat the circumstances as you have talked about them earlier in the essay. 	Comment by Jamie Dick (2103999): Change case law
The Golden rule
The golden rule is used where a literal interpretation of the words of a statute leads to an absurdity or to an inconsistency or repugnance with the rest of the statute. (Wilson Steve, Rutherford Helen, Storey Tony, Wortley Natalie, Kotecha Birju (2020) English Legal System. Fourth Edition. Oxford University Press. New York)
The golden rule is an extension to the literal rule and under it the words of a statute will go as far as possible be constructed according to their ordinary plan and natural meaning unless this leads to an absurd result (Keenan Denis (2007) English Law. Fifteenth edition. Pearson Education Limited. United Kingdom (page 201 onwards)
The golden is used when a statute which has words 	Comment by Sian Turvey: You do make valid points but you must always link them to the central argument. Can anything really challenge or diminish the status of legislation? Does stat interpretation override it? Remember that judges cannot rewrite the law. 

Conclusion
