Statutes of Law or legislation is clearly crafted by professionals and experienced members of parliament and, for the most part, easy to apply in most cases, however, some cases fall within a grey area in the law and correct legislation may be hard to apply; this is where statutory interpretation comes into play. Statutory interpretation is used in situations where certain examples of a crime are not included in the definition of the offence or where the language used in the older legislations now has a different meaning. A framework has been devised explaining the three rules of statutory interpretation, these are known as, the literal rule, the golden rule, and the mischief rule (Laver. N, 2022). 
In terms of the literal rule, the judge would consider the law as it is written and not for what it might mean. This involves giving the words written in the Act of law an ordinary, everyday meaning. Judges opt to follow this rule as some believe that having the power to give a non-literal meaning to the law is contradictory to the will of Parliament and the will of the people (The Open University, 2022). A demonstration of this rule in use is in the case of Fisher v Bell [1961]. Under the restrictions of offensive weapons act 1959, it was illegal to offer for sale offensive weapons including knives. Bell displayed one of these offensive weapons in his shop window, however, was not convicted. The Divisional Court gave the words in legislation a literal meaning and concluded that by displaying the weapon in his shop window he was not necessarily offering it for sale and that it would be down the customer to offer a sale when they give money in offer of a sale. The literal meaning of ‘offer’ was upheld by the courts and Bell was found not guilty. This rule is highly regarded as it is seen. To respect the doctrine of Parliament’s Sovereignty as judges follow the exact words and language used in the legislation, instead of trying to distinguish Parliament's intentions such as with the golden rule or mischief rule. This rule also avoids judges being accused of ‘law-making’ by respecting the theories of Separation of Powers and Supremacy of Parliament. The literal rule is consistent with the law and lawyers also appreciate that in respects to being able to advise their clients confidently and consistently. Despite the praise this rule gets, it also has some drawbacks. One of which is judges being accused of overemphasising or exaggerating the law as it is written without any context, leading to absurd and indefensible outcomes. It also expects an unrealistic and impossible level of perfection in Parliamentary draftsman ship. That level of draftsman ship is inevitably unattainable due to the inability to mention every different case in different situations in each Act of Statute (Connolly, M. 2018).
Furthermore, the golden rule became a modification of the literal rule after it was declared that the literal rule produced absurdity and that the court had to derive other meanings to words to avoid unjust results. This implied that by using the literal rule, incorrect or unfair convictions would come as a result of the using words or language originally written in statue. This is because statute may not cover specific examples of crime despite the law applying to that crime or using outdated language that would not apply to modern society (The Open University, 2022). An example of the golden rule being implemented is the case of Alder v George [1964]. Adler was arrested under Section 3 of the Official Secrets Act 1920 as it is an offence to ‘obstruct HM forces in the vicinity of a prohibited place’. Adler entered an RAF base before obstructing RAF personnel. He argued that the legislation stated ‘in the vicinity’ of a prohibited place but he was actually in the prohibited place and therefore could not be ‘in the vicinity’ so the legislation would not apply. Following the golden rule of statutory interpretation, he was found guilty with ‘in the vicinity’ being explained as in or near the prohibited place. The main benefit of the golden rule is that drafting errors or outdated languages can be corrected quickly and as seen in the example, loopholes can be closed. Using the golden rule can result in a more just and fairer outcome than using the literal rule and still respects Parliamentary Supremacy due to the fact that it still follows parliaments intentions and does not allow judges complete freedom. The biggest disadvantage that causes concern is potentially infringing the doctrines of Separation of Powers and the Supremacy of Parliament due to the fact that judges can change the meaning of the words in legislation and therefore change of the law. There is also no clear understanding about when the rule should be used (Sheffield Hallam University, 2021).
The mischief rule in statutory interpretation is set out and used by judges to discover and follow Parliament's intensions. This rule is set out to allow the judges more discretion than the golden rule and the liberal rule, however, it is argued that this rule undermines Parliamentary supremacy and takes away law-making decisions from legislature. The mischief rule is often referred to as the ‘modern’ method of statutory construction as it is used to solve ambiguities in cases where the literal rule cannot be applied (Rao, N. 2014). When demonstrating this rule, the judge must consider three factors; What the law was before the statute was passed, what the problem ‘or mischief’ the statute was trying to remedy and what remedy Parliament was trying to provide. The judge must then interpret the statue in such a way that tackles the problem Parliament was trying to remedy (Middlesex University London, 2022). A demonstration of this rule is the case of Smith v Hughes: QBD 1960. A prostitute offered her services from the balcony of a house and was found guilty of soliciting ‘in a street or public place’ contrary to section 1 of the 1959 Act. She appealed on the grounds that she was no ‘in a street or public place,’ however, following the use of the mischief rule, her appeal was dismissed as the intention of the Act was to clean the streets and allow people to walk down them freely without interruption from a prostitute or those alike. The obvious advantage to the mischief rule is that is closes loopholes that the literal rule or the golden rule potentially could not and as a result of this avoids absurdity. It allows for flexibility in the courts. Despite this, there is no consistency with this rule as different judges have different views and morals and therefore could reach different possible outcomes if cases were presented to different judges. As well as this it also gives judges the power of law making and infringes the doctrines of Separation of Powers and the Supremacy of Parliament (Sheffield Hallam University, 2021).
In conclusion, referring the two primary source of law in the United Kingdom, the status of legislation is, for the most part, not diminished by statutory interpretation due to the fact that the legislation must still be followed by judges and the more often than not, the doctrines of Separation of Powers and the Supremacy of Parliament are kept apart such as in the literal rule and the golden rule. Both these rules maintain the majority of the official Legislation and only change the meaning of the word or interpret meanings of certain words to fit specific cases as not every Act of Parliament is able to state every scenario possible. With these rules, judges must also follow the specific intentions of Parliament when trying to remedy the problem. The mischief rule allows for more flexibility for judges, however, provides no consistency between judges and different case. Despite this, the main aim of statutory interpretation is to provide a clear and coherent legislative framework which avoids unfair and absurd outcomes whilst still adhering to the intentions of Parliament and reaching an outcome that solves the problem.
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