
































A large number of court cases involve clear wording of legislation - Acts of Parliament and secondary legislation. Parties’ arguments will be based on different accounts and conflicting evidence. However, cases of some legislation are not as simple, despite Parliament creating legislation, it is up to the courts to apply it, Acts of Parliament are written by experts however in some cases simply looking up the law and ruling and applying it to the case is not as simple as the general public wishes, therefore courts must implement the statute, interpret, and apply the legislation. It is down to the constitutional role of the judiciary to decide what Parliament intended when they create a law (Allbon and Kaur Dua, 2021).
If it is possible for primary law within the UK to be interpreted it must be under section 3 of the Human Rights Act, if parliament does not oblige to this, higher courts can deem the legislation incompatible and thus will not be used. It must be said that based on this, interpretation is vital for primary legislation within the UK, to oblige the HRA and to protect the government and judiciary from miscarriages of justice (Donald, Gordon, and Leach, 2012).
The literal rule allows the interpreter to assume that all words within statute have their ‘ordinary’ and ‘natural’ meanings. Allbon and Kaur Dua, 2021 refer to R v City of London Court Judge 1892, within this case, Lord Esher identified that ‘if words of an act are clear you must follow them’. The golden rule allows for an alternative if the literal rule gives an absurd result. In this situation, a judge can replace meanings within the statute with a reasonable meaning of the statute as a relevant whole. The mischief rule requires judges to consider three factors, what law was before the statute was passed, what problem the statute was trying to solve and what Parliament was trying to solve (Pearson, 2022).
It could be argued that statutory interpretation diminishes the status of legislation as the primary source of law in the UK as seen in the case of R v Harris (1836) 7C & P446 the statute was ‘to stab cut or wound’ despite the defendant biting of the victim’s nose, under the literal rule of the act ‘biting’ did was not included in the meaning because an article had to be used to cause the injury, therefore, the conviction was quashed. This arguably has caused a potentially violent offender to get away with a serious offence due to the interpretation of a statute.
An example of injustice can be seen in the case of London and North Eastern Railway v Berriman [1946] AC 278 which saw a railway worker – oiling a railway track – get killed however, a statute which was put in place only provided compensation to those who were ‘relaying or repairing’ the railway track. None of the rules of statutory interpretation could be applied therefore the widow of the worker was left with no compensation, this case could have left the public with less confidence in the justice system and made parliament correct some issues within the statute. 
Allbon and Kaur Dua, (2021) refer to Law Commission (1969), A problem with the golden rule is that ‘rule’ does not give a clear meaning to an absurd result, when used in practice by judges the golden rule can be seen as a less explicit form of the mischief rule.
However, despite the rules - each having its negatives - put in place for statutory interpretation, judges have their own discretion and can find the best way to apply the legislation enacted by parliament. To prevent interpretation that contradicts other legislation, judges can also use law commission reports and other aids, this could also ensure the best possible professional outcome for all parties (Laver, 2022). 
The role of the courts is to interpret and apply legislation and acts of parliament, Judges make use of the Interpretation Act 1978 for terms that can be used when interpreting statutes. It is a necessity for statutory interpretation to take place to prevent the failure of legislation to cover a specific point, broad terms, ambiguity, a drafting error, and changes in the use of language as society develops. To prevent society’s development from affecting statutes, courts create the assumption that ‘statutes are always speaking’ this ensures that statutes are always interpreted in the modern-day legal context, instead of using the meaning they had when the statute was initially passed (Allbon and Kaur Dua, 2021).
The Law Commission (1967) proposed recommended improvements for the system of statutory interpretation. Argued was the following, acts should adopt a similar style to France, creating simplified detail within legislation and making it easier for judges to interpret the statute. Creating an example within the statute of how it should be applied within certain situations allows for a simpler result for all parties. A better structure within the legislation itself – and more consolidation when created - allows for simpler use by professionals.
Sales, (2019) highlights there is a danger for judges understanding when interpreting statutes due to ‘half-understood references to philosophy’, it could be argued that law makes could be clearer when expressing their intentions however, judges are highly trained and can take multiple approaches when interpreting statute which is governed by constitutional considerations.
Parliament aims to continue improving the legislation drafted by ensuring that they produce ‘good law’ which is ‘necessary, effective, clear, coherent, and accessible. And whilst some could think that amending all legislation to make it so judges don’t have to interpret, this could only cause more problems as it could potentially make the law less coherent and accessible (Parliament UK, 2022).
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Heaton, (2013) refers to the House of Lords, (2011) based on the diagram provided above it is evident that over the period of 50 years the number of acts passed in one year has become smaller, but the average number of pages has increased. It could be argued that Parliament setting policy targets for legislation appears that ‘a low-cost way for governments to give the appearance of vigorous action’, in terms of statutory interpretation introducing lengthy acts of the statute creates problems not only for judges but also for everyone in society as the average user most likely would not understand the statute. However, Heaton (2013) argues that this legislation is more effective than non-legislative options as it has been easier to ‘legislate than repeal’ in the past. This makes sole use of the primary source of legislation and relies on it as such, both government and judiciary should form shared accountability for what is in the statute book and professionally work more efficiently.
Heaton, (2013) refers to The Statute Law Society, (2009) also discusses that undergraduate training for judges, barristers and academics find legislation difficult to understand due to a lack of training on interpretation techniques. This could become catastrophic if users become judges who must interpret statutes if they have not been trained correctly.
Sales (2016) it could be argued that modern statutory interpretation could in the long term diminish public respect for the courts, the courts have yet to escape from the democratic principle and should seek to use constitutional rights to implement statutory interpretation. The courts have for a long time have sought guidance when interpreting statutes especially when the facts they are applying are unclear or ambiguous, it could be argued that parliament could do better to show a clearer intention so that arguments can’t be made that statute interpretation diminishes primary law – on the contrary, there are multiple constitutional reasons why the interpretation process should be followed.
Laws (2017), discusses that parliament’s intention is insufficient, their ability to offer a deeper and more useful meaning when constructing the statue is not enough the meaning of the statute will not be understood by everyone the same, this arguably is inefficient between parliament and the judiciary as if both understood each problem there would be a lesser need for interpretation as the judges would understand parliaments intention.
Connolly, (2007) Argues that in some cases statutory interpretation has saved primary legislation, and troublesome cases within the judiciary have created situations the statute can discriminate against a defendant therefore judges can use decades of experience to prevent victimisation and provide a fair case. 
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