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.
There are many distinct reasons that statutory interpretation was invented to help. Such as when the legislation fails to cover a specific point. This is where statutory interpretation is good. As the courts can use this to interpret and apply the relevant legislation. However, as the word suggests there is a certain amount of interpretation required in some cases where a statue is involved. As most of the time statues are simple and have straightforward meanings. This can make it hard to be relevant to a case without interpreting the statue 
In most cases the conclusions made by the court or judge will be based on existing law leading to predictable outcomes, However, in some cases the court may be faced with a new situation or statutes may be unclear in a plethora of ways. Statutory interpretation is used when the literal rule, golden rule or the mischief rule are needed to be used to interpret a statute. In court the judge is the person who decides which party wins in a civil case. However, except for a criminal case where a jury then decides whether a person is guilty or not and the judge is left to decide what the punishment will be depending on the relevant legislation or statutes. In cases such as this, the judge needs to refer to the statutes correctly to give the right punishment without being unfair or biased. To do this statutory interpretation is used. Statutory interpretation is also used when certain statutes are presented, and some sort of ambiguity is present. This results in some sort of interpretation needed to make it relevant to the specific case. 
There are certain rules that underpin statutory interpretation. These rules help the judge interpret the statutes correctly and fairly. Without failing to give effect to the plain meaning of the statue as this would be inexpedient of a judge to do. So, these rules are there for the best interest of both parties during a civil and criminal trial. 
The literal rule is the first rule looked at during statutory interpretation. The literal rule is quite straightforward. As it means that if there is an absence of ambiguity in the statute and it is plain and simple to read that the words in the statute should be given and left with their literal meaning. In trials where this is the case the judges will often be seen using dictionaries to interpret the words correctly by their definition and to also keep their original meaning. There is an example of the literal rule being used in cases such as Lord Diplock in Duport Steels LTD V Sirs (1980). Where a case was taken as its literal meaning where reinforcement for the integrity of the abstention legal framework surrounding the industrial conflict at the time was needed. The problem that arose was ships from other countries were flying flags from another country to help benefit them in some sort of way. The Nawala was owned by the appellants, which were a Hong Kong based company. The ship was registered as British, but the beneficial owner was Swedish causing a rule break where appropriate action would need to be taken if the appellants did not act themselves. Resulting in the Court of Appeal mounting the vehicle but was then halted by the House of Lords. Simpson (1980, pp.327-336). Another case of the literal rule being used is in the case of Lord Esher, R v Judge of the city of London Courts. In this case they concluded that certain definitions of words should be taken for their literal meaning. This resulted in the City of London being excluded from the Land Transfer Act 1897 as by definition of a county. Esher L (1897, pp.513). 
Another rule followed by judges during statutory interpretation is the golden rule. These rules allow for the natural meaning of the word to be modified or changed to an alternative definition if the ordinary sense of the word leads to ambiguity or a clear absurdity. With this rule judges feel like it is the “common sense” approach as if the natural meaning has nothing to do with the case. Then common sense would suggest using an alternative meaning of the word to rectify that problem and allow words written in the statute to be relevant to the case. They also believe that while using this rule they are looking to give full effect to Parliments intentions when created the statue. As Parliament cannot be seen to have come to an absurd result. The use of the golden rule was seen in the case of Allen (1872). Where a defendant was being charged with bigamy. As under the OAPA 1861 it is illegal to marry any other person than your spouse. If you have already been married. Rinaldo Iversen (2017). However, this caused a problem as second marriages would be void so to commit bigamy would be impossible. The problem lay in the way the statute was written. So, to continue with the case they had to use the golden rule to interpret “shall marry” into “shall go through a marriage ceremony with”. This avoided any ambiguity or apparent absurdity with the original way the statute was written. This resulted in the defendant's conviction being upheld. This in effect meant Allen couldn’t argue that his marriage to another woman was void as he could no longer refer to the absurdity in the statue. R v. Allen (1872, pp. 367).  
There are two ways the judges will look at the golden rule before using it. These are the narrow application and the wider application. In the narrow application they will simply use the most sensible meaning of the word when there is more than one. The wider application is different as it is only used when the words in a statue lead to a repugnant situation. They then modify the words to solve the situation depending on the alternative definitions. They also tend to use the golden rule only when using the literal rule leads to absurdity as the words are too plain and straightforward. However, while using the golden rule to alter the statute. You mustn't take it further than to remove the absurdity as this would be extremely unprofessional and unfair. AS told by Lord Wensleydale in the Grey v Pearson case (1957). Dreidger et al (1981, pp.780).
The mischief rule is another way judges use statutory interpretation, and it dates to Heydon's case (1584).  It requires the judge to think and take into consideration what Parliament was trying to achieve during the time they enacted the legislation and statute. All ambiguity in this case will be interpreted in a way to ensure that they would achieve what parliament wanted when they created the legislation. Referring to Heydon’s case. The judges needed to answer what was the common law before the case? What was the defect that common law didn’t provide for? How did parliament resolve the law and why did parliament do this? Once these have been answered the judge will be able to use the mischief rule and change certain parts of the statute to understand what parliament wanted to achieve. 
There is an instance where the mischief rule was used in the civil case of Gorris v Scott (1874). In which there was a claim against the defendant Scott. For failure to look after Gorris’ sheep. Scott had not penned the sheep in properly and they were lost at sea. The penning of sheep while on a boat was required by the Contagious Diseases (Animals act) 1869. De Chaumont (1875, pp.328). This claim failed as the mischief that the act intended to prevent was the spread of a contagious disease and not the loss of sheep overboard. The judge used the mischief rule to interpret the statute and therefore fail the claim.
When making law It is hard to cover all bases and all different types of cases with one meaning of the word. So, it would be unfair to suggest that lawmakers should be clearer when creating statutes. However, they should keep them as updated as possible to allow statutory interpretation to be used as little as possible. As sometimes statutory interpretation can cause an unfair defence as a word may have a different meaning and still be relevant to a case. Popelier (2008, pp. 47-66).
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