Statutory interpretation is the process courts undergo when interpreting and applying legislation. Most cases brought to court include legislation and some amount of interpretation is needed when cases involve a statue. Most of time, the wording of a statue will be clear and the arguments between the parties in court will be based on different accounts of an event and conflicting evidence. However, in some cases there will be some ambiguity in the words of a statue and then it is the judge’s decision that will affect the case. This is process is known as statutory interpretation. (Slapper, 2003) To help judges make a sound decision, there are rules and approaches that they follow, depending on the case, the rules are used to different extents where needed. Statutory interpretation is needed because of the unpredictability of fact situations, there are many detailed provisions of statues which set rules, these rules are generalised and do not detail what needs to be done in every case as there are many possible situations which cannot be covered by set rules. In these cases, the courts needs to decide what needs to be done and this is not always a simple task. Another reason why statutory interpretation is needed the ambiguity of language. The language used in statues is not always precise and there may be differences in the words chosen, for example some provisions purposefully use words like ‘fair’ and ‘reasonable’ which do not have a precise meaning and give the judges the task of deciding a fair definition in the given scenario. (Partington, 2012) As society has developed, words have had changes in meaning such as the term ‘member of family’ regarding the Rent Act 1977 which in the 1940s only meant blood relatives, however since 1999 a long-term homosexual partner of a deceased tenant could be used under the term and therefore to take over a tenancy. (Fitzpatrick v Sterling, 1999) 
There are three main rules that support statutory interpretation, these are the Literal, Golden and Mischief rules. The literal rule makes it so all words in statues have their original meanings from dictionaries, this is in order to interpret the will of Parliament which is to use words with their literal and natural meanings. The literal rule must be followed if there is no ambiguity, even if the result is nonsensical, Lord Esher stated in R v Judge of the City of London Court (1892): “‘If the words of an Act are clear, you must follow them, even though they lead to a manifest absurdity.” An example of the literal rule being used is in Fisher v Bell 1961 where parliament banned flick knifes after many violent incidents, the Restriction of Offensive Weapons Act 1959 made it illegal to ‘sell or offer for sale’ flick knifes. The defendant had flick knifes in his shop window, offering them for sale, however the court said that ‘offers for sale’ has to be given in its ordinary meaning and that this case was not an offer for sale but instead an invitation for people to create an offer to buy. Therefore, the defendant was not guilty even though this was the exact reason the Act was created. 
The golden rule allows the judge to change or use a different definition from the natural meaning of a word if the literal rule has given a clear absurd result, which parliament could have not intended. An example of the golden rule is seen in R v Allen (1872) which is a case involving the charge of bigamy under the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. The OAPA 1861 states that ‘Whosoever being married shall marry any other person during the life of the former husband or wife . . . shall be guilty of bigamy.’ In R v Allen (1872) it was shown that it was not possible for an already married person to ‘marry’ somebody else, a marriage ceremony could be done but they would not actually be married, therefore using the literal rule would make the statue pointless. Parliament then decided that ‘shall marry’ should be interpreted as ‘shall go through a marriage ceremony’. 
The mischief rule was created in Heydon’s Case [1584] and makes it so judges should consider three factors in the case. Firstly, what was the law before the making of the act. Secondly, what problem (‘mischief’) the statue was trying to remedy. Lastly, what remedy Parliament was trying to provide. Judges will consider what parliament was trying to achieve by adding the legislation. The judge of the case will then interpret the statue in a way that will solve the problem that Parliament was addressing. If there is any ambiguity in the statue this would be interpreted in a way that will meet the intentions of Parliament. An example of the mischief rule being used is in Goris v Scott [1874] where a person claimed under the Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act 1869 against the defendant who was transporting their sheep by ship. The sheep were not penned in and were blown overboard, the court decided that the Act’s purpose was to prevent the mischief of the spread of disease, not the loss of animals overboard, therefore the claim did not work. (Elliott, 2009) 
The purposive approach is when the judges interprets the law in a way for its general purpose, it makes courts look beyond the words used in the provision, and instead look at the intended purpose for example if it was created to protect a specific group of people or effect social change. It is the main approach to statutory interpretation in the United Kingdom. (Fafinski, 2010)
Statutory interpretation has problems when following these rules. The literal rule can produce unfair results, even against parliament’s will such as in Fisher v Bell (1961). The rule is also useless when the answer of the case cannot be found in the words of the statue. In addition, many laws were made a long time ago, parliament’s intentions with the laws could have changed. The golden rule as pointed out by the Law Commission in 1969, has no clear definition of a ‘absurd result’. The golden rule is undemocratic as judges have all the power, making the law, which is an un-elected body when law making power should be with the elected parliament.  The mischief rule is also undemocratic, judges do not know for certain parliament’s exact intention when making a law. The mischief rule also has the problem of judicial bias, different judges could have different opinions on what a fair outcome is on a case and how to interpret statues. This is clearly unfair, and cases should be decided with the same outcome no matter on what judges hear them. (Elliot, 2009)

Judiciary is most known for applying the law and parliament’s role is to create the law, however it’s not as simple as that as it ignores judicial creativity of the common law and the doctrine of judicial precedent. It also ignores judiciary’s power of interpreting legislation, when applying legislation, judges must find out the clear meaning and to do so they have the sometimes-difficult task of interpreting the legislation. An important part of language in law is fluidity, words can have more than one meaning and therefore a word can have different meanings depending on the context. When this ambiguity occurs, the judge decides on which meaning to use for specific words, depending on the context they are used, this means some legislation will have uncertainty which has to be dealt with through judicial interpretation. This is an active process, however also a creative process as it means judiciary will have to determine law in their own way depending on what legislation they are given to work with. This means that judges can abuse their role and interpret legislation in a way that fits their own personal views and prejudices.  (Slapper, 2006)
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