
 
 
 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF HUMAN RIGHTS LAW REVIEW 
An International Open Access Double Blind Peer Reviewed, Referred Journal 

 
Volume 4 | Issue 6 | 2025                                                Art. 12 

 

The Evolution of Rules of Interpretation: 
Literal, Golden, and Mischief Rule 

Revisited 

Simran Kaushik 
Law Student, 

4thYear, BBA. LLB. (Hons.) 
Birla School of Law, Birla Global University, Bhubaneswar 

 

Rupashree Dash 
Law Student, 

4thYear, BBA. LLB. (Hons.) 
Birla School of Law, Birla Global University, Bhubaneswar 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Recommended Citation 

Simran Kaushik and Rupashree Dash, The Evolution of Rules of Interpretation: 
Literal, Golden, and Mischief Rule Revisited, 4 IJHRLR 168-183 (2025). 

Available at www.humanrightlawreview.in/archives/. 

 

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the International 

Journal of Human Rights Law Review by an authorized Lex Assisto & Co. 

administrator. For more information, please contact 
humanrightlawreview@gmail.com 

 



 

 
 
International Journal of Human Rights Law Review                                       ISSN No. 2583-7095 

 

Vol. 4 Iss. 6 [2025]                                                                                                  169 | P a g e       

The Evolution of Rules of 
Interpretation: Literal, Golden, and 

Mischief Rule Revisited 

Simran Kaushik 
Law Student, 

4thYear, BBA. LLB. (Hons.) 
Birla School of Law, Birla Global University, Bhubaneswar 

 

Rupashree Dash 
Law Student, 

4thYear, BBA. LLB. (Hons.) 
Birla School of Law, Birla Global University, Bhubaneswar 

 
Manuscript Received Manuscript Accepted Manuscript Published 

17 Nov. 2025 19 Nov. 2025 25 Nov. 2025 
 

ABSTRACT 

One of the most essential roles of the judiciary is 
statutory interpretation. As a flawed medium, legislative 
language frequently creates ambiguity and confusion, 
requiring judicial interpretation to determine the 
legislature's objective. The evolution of the interpretative 
principles, stretching through centuries, charts the 
balancing act that courts had to perform between the 
literal meaning of statutory language and the purpose 
and spirit lying behind such words. Of these, the Literal, 
Golden, and Mischief Rules have stood as foundational 
pillars for statutory construction. The historical 
development, legal justification, and real-world 
implementation of these three traditional norms of 
interpretation are all reviewed in this essay. It follows 
their development from English common law to modern 
Indian jurisprudence, analyzing significant court rulings 
that shaped their scope and characteristics. The study 
investigates the continued impact of these conventional 
ideas on judicial reasoning while critically examining 
the move in contemporary approaches. It contends that 
the contemporary interpretative framework is a fusion of 
traditional rules, each playing a role in the judiciary’s 
careful effort to balance adherence to the text with 
fairness and legislative purpose. 

KEYWORDS 

Interpretation, Legal Construction, Literal Approach, 
Golden Approach, Mischief Approach, Purposive 
Method, Judicial Analysis, Legislative Purpose 



 

 
 
 

Simran Kaushik and Rupashree Dash                                                   The Evolution of Rules of Interpretation:  
Literal, Golden, and Mischief Rule Revisited 

 

Vol. 4 Iss. 6 [2025]                                                                                                   170 | P a g e  

1. INTRODUCTION 

The legal system depends on interpretation. Despite their exact 
language, rules must adapt to the constantly shifting conditions 

of society. Although laws offer general rules, real life varies greatly. 
Thus, the duty of interpreting legislation to ascertain and carry 
out legislative purposes forms the basis of judicial functions. The 

process of interpretation ensures that the law is stable, adaptable, 
and responsive. 

In essence, interpretation is figuring out what a statute's language 

means. However, this entails balancing the literal interpretation 
of the law with its intended purpose in the broader context of its 

legal implementation. Due to the inherent limitations of language, 
interpretation becomes important because words are flexible and 
can convey varying shades of meaning depending on the context. 

"A word is not a crystal, transparent and unchanging; it is the 
skin of a living thought," Justice Holmes famously observed. This 

statement explains why interpretation is not an abstract process 
but rather an act of reason motivated by justice and directed by 
legal principles. 

The courts have historically struggled to define the boundaries of 
interpretation. On the one hand, the theory of parliamentary 
sovereignty holds that the judiciary does not create laws; rather, 

it only declares them. Nonetheless, the concept of judicial 
responsibility requires judges to make sure that the 

administration of the law does not result in injustice or 
compromise the legislative objective.Over centuries of common 
law evolution, the interpretive rules have been formed by a proper 

balance between these concepts. 

Deep respect for literalism was a defining feature of early English 
jurisprudence, particularly in the 16th and 17th centuries. The 

justices believed that the only way to preserve legislative 
supremacy was to adhere to the wording of the Act. Around this 

time, the Literal Rule emerged, which holds that words should be 
interpreted in their basic grammatical sense regardless of the 
result.Although the Literal Rule made the law more predictable 

and clear, it occasionally led to severe or ridiculous outcomes. 

Courts progressively developed the Golden Rule—a reasonable 

approach that permits deviations from the plain meaning if doing 
so would result in inconsistency, absurdity, or injustice—after 
realizing the limitations of rigorous literalism. The practical 

understanding that words alone could not adequately convey 
legislative intent was reflected in the Golden Rule. In order to 
maintain the goal of the law without usurping the legislative 

function, it permitted judges to make small changes to the 
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wording. 

But the creation of the Mischief Rule in Heydon's Case (1584) was 

the most significant turning point in interpretive history. The rule 
instructed the courts to determine what flaw or "mischief" the 
previous legislation did not address and to read the new laws in a 

way that advanced the remedy and fixed the mischief. For the first 
time, the judiciary embraced formally the idea that interpretation 

must look beyond words to purpose—a philosophy that would 
later evolve into the Purposive Rule in modern times. 

These traditional ideas were left behind in India as a result of 

British colonial influence, but they were significantly altered in 
the context of constitutionalism. As a living instrument, the 
Indian Constitution necessitates interpretation of fundamental 

concepts of justice, liberty, equality, and dignity in addition to the 
legislative intent. As a result, in instances pertaining to 

constitutional and human rights, Indian courts have progressively 
shifted toward purposive and contextual interpretation. 

The ancient rules—the Literal, Golden, and Mischief Rules—

remain the fundamental instruments of judicial reasoning even in 
this innovative approach. In order to maintain principled rather 
than arbitrary interpretation, they continue to direct the judiciary 

in its efforts to reconcile legislative intent with statutory wording. 
This illustrates the general philosophical conflict between 

textualism and purposivism: the former maintains that the 
judiciary must interpret statutes as written for the sake of 
democratic legitimacy, while the latter maintains that fidelity to 

legislative purpose—rather than strict adherence to words—is 
more important. The contemporary judiciary has made an effort 

to unify various lines of jurisprudence, realizing that 
interpretation must combine linguistic correctness with 
purposeful thinking rather than being entirely mechanical or 

creative. 

As a result, studying the Literal, Golden, and Mischief Rules is an 
ongoing investigation into the nature of judicial authority and 

democratic governance rather than merely a historical study. 
Knowing how they have changed throughout time helps us 

understand how the law can evolve without becoming 
inconsistent. These regulations serve as an example of the difficult 
balancing courts must maintain—between the certainty of text 

and the flexibility of justice, between the will of Parliament and 
the conscience of the judiciary. 

The traditional interpretive concepts are still relevant today, 
notwithstanding the complexity and globalization of legislative 
formulation. They serve as a reminder that although the wording 
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of the law may change, its guiding principles—reason, justice, and 

purpose—remain constant. Therefore, going back to these 
guidelines is not an exercise in legal archeology but rather a 

reaffirmation of the judiciary's ongoing mission to interpret the 
law in a way that serves social justice rather than how it is written. 

II. EVOLUTION OF INTERPRETATION 

The development of legislative interpretation is a tale of how 
judicial philosophy has changed over time, moving from strict 
textual fidelity to dynamic purposive reasoning. Interpretation is 

basically the process by which courts interpret statutory 
provisions to carry out the legislative will.However, because 

language is fundamentally flawed, interpretation has become a 
necessary judicial duty to close the gap between a statute's plain 
meaning and the true intent underlying its enactment. The Literal 

Rule, the Golden Rule, and the Mischief Rule are three separate 
but related stages that this evolution has historically gone 

through, each of which emerged in response to the flaws in the 
previous strategy. Inspired by notable judges like Lord Esher 
M.R., Lord Wensleydale, and Lord Coke, whose judicial 

philosophies continue to influence contemporary interpretative 
jurisprudence in both the United Kingdom and India, these rules 
collectively describe the intellectual evolution of the common law 

judiciary from formalism to purposivism. 

The first method used by judges to understand English common 

law was called the Literal Rule. According to this rule, judges were 
expected to read statutes literally, applying the plain and usual 
sense of the words used without taking the implications into 

account. Its origin is rooted in the constitutional doctrine of 
parliamentary supremacy: judges should not question or modify 
the will of the legislature. The Literal Rule gave effect to “the words 

alone best declare the intention of the lawgiver.” This rule was well 
settled during the 18th and 19th centuries when judges like Lord 

Esher M.R. and Lord Tindal C.J. reiterated that the statute's own 
words should be given importance. In R v. Judge of the City of 
London Court (1892), Lord Esher said that "you must follow the 

words of an Act if they are clear, even if they lead to a manifest 
absurdity.” For instance, in Whitely v. Chappell (1868), the 

defendant who personated a deceased voter was discharged 
because a dead person did not come within the literal meaning of 
the word “entitled to vote.” Such cases reflected both the strength 

and the weakness of the literal approach: while it gave way to 
certainty and predictability, it always sacrificed justice and reason 
when the words failed to reflect the true purpose of the law. The 

Literal Rule epitomized the classical judicial restraint of the era 
wherein judges viewed themselves as no more than "mouthpieces 



 

 
 
International Journal of Human Rights Law Review                                       ISSN No. 2583-7095 

 

Vol. 4 Iss. 6 [2025]                                                                                                  173 | P a g e       

of Parliament," a view later criticized for its mechanical rigidity. 

As legal systems developed and the craft of legislative drafting 

advanced, the shortcomings of rigorous literalism became evident. 
Courts started looking for ways to avoid ridiculous outcomes 
without completely deviating from the statutory wording. The 

Golden Rule, which permitted judges to alter words' literal 
meanings in an effort to avoid injustice, absurdity, or 

contradiction, emerged as a result of this shift. In Becke v. Smith 
(1836), Lord Wensleydale most notably stated that words must "be 
interpreted in their common sense, unless doing so would result 

in absurdity or disgust, in which case the grammatical sense can 
be changed." In order to achieve justice, judges used limited 
discretion while maintaining respect for the words of the statute. 

This was a moderate and practical change. Thus, In Adler v. 
George (1964), the court determined that "in the vicinity of a 

prohibited place" includes "within it," a ruling that prevented the 
accused from being ludicrously acquitted. Once more, in the 
Indian case of Tirath Singh v. Bachittar Singh (1955), Justice B.K. 

Mukherjea used the Golden Rule to rule that the failure of one 
party to participate in the statutory procedure could not render 
the entire election void since doing so would go against the 

fundamental intent of the law. Thus, the Golden Rule signaled the 
judiciary's realization that the law must serve justice and reason 

rather than mindless literalism and introduced flexibility into 
interpretation. 

Even still, the Golden Rule had its limitations because it could 

only be applied in situations when a literal reading would be 
ludicrous. The next important development was the Mischief Rule, 

which was devised in the famous English case of Heydon's Case 
(1584), when Lord Coke set four leading issues for interpretation. 
(1) What was the common law before the statute? (2) What defect 

or evil did the common law overlook? (3) What solution has 
Parliament chosen to resolve the issue? and (4) What was the 
remedy's actual cause? Judges were obligated by this rule to look 

beyond the statute's wording and identify its purpose — the 
“mischief” it sought to suppress and the “remedy” it intended to 

advance. The Mischief Rule marked a turning point in 
interpretative thought, emphasizing context over text. A classic 
application can be seen in Smith v. Hughes (1960), where 

prostitutes soliciting from balconies were convicted under the 
Street 

The Offenses Act of 1959. The court used the damage Rule and 
found that the defendants' activities qualified as harm even if they 
weren't legally "in a street," as the Act's purpose was to prohibit 

public begging.The rule thus prioritized legislative intent over 
linguistic formality. One of the most influential modern judges, 
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Lord Denning, later championed this approach:"We sit here to 

ascertain the intention of Parliament and carry it out, and we do 
this better by filling in the gaps rather than by a narrow reading 

of the text." The courts increasingly shifted toward the Purposive 
Rule, a more sophisticated form of the Mischief Rule that 
emphasizes the legislation's overall intent and spirit as statute law 

become more intricate and comprehensive. The purposive 
technique acquired considerable popularity with the House of 
Lords' decision in Pepper v. Hart (1993), when Lord Browne-

Wilkinson said that courts may utilize parliamentary discussions 
(Hansard) to interpret ambiguous legislation.This was a 

significant about-face from the traditional exclusion of extrinsic 
materials and demonstrated the judiciary's growing willingness to 
put purpose above strict textualism. The European Court of 

Justice, which has continuously preferred a teleological way of 
interpretation, particularly in matters pertaining to human rights 

and social justice, also contributed to the purposive approach. 

The same evolutionary path of interpretation occurred in India, 
but because of the Constitution's revolutionary power, it 

developed in a far more dynamic manner. With the primary goal 
of furthering the causes of social justice and fundamental 
liberties, post-independence courts gradually shifted from the 

literal and golden standards inherited from the British system to 
the purposive and constitutional approach. Justice P.N. Bhagwati 

used purposive interpretation in K.P. Varghese v. ITO to stop the 
unfair taxation of law-abiding residents, ruling that " A statutory 
provision must be interpreted in a way that advances the 

legislation's goals.”   

Similarly, in Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978), Justice 
Bhagwati again expanded the scope of Article 21, turning the right 

to life into a guarantee of dignity and fairness-a classic example 
of constitutional purposivism. Later, in Vishaka v. State of 

Rajasthan (1997), Chief Justice J.S. Verma used purposive and 
contextual interpretation to create guidelines for workplace sexual 
harassment in the absence of legislation, thus showing how 

interpretation can serve as a tool for social reform. The Supreme 
Court of India, through its jurisprudence, has thus evinced an 

astute awareness of the fact that statutory interpretation would 
be in tune with aligning the legislative text with the values of the 
Constitution, ensuring that not only the spirit but also the letter 

of justice is met. 

The evolution of interpretation did not stop with purposivism. In 
the 21st century, globalization, technological advancement, and 

international human rights norms ushered in the era of 
contextual interpretation, whereby courts integrated domestic law 
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with global principles. Justice K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India 
saw the Indian Supreme Court read the Constitution to grant the 

right to privacy a status as a fundamental right in 2017, blending 
purposive and contextual interpretation to bring the domestic law 
in tune with the international human rights obligations. As such, 

this recent phase accented that interpretation is a dynamic 
exercise rather than a static one, changing as society does. 

III. THE LITERAL RULE 

A. Concept and Principle 

Words in a legislation must be assigned their usual, natural, and 

grammatical meaning according to the Literal Rule, sometimes 
referred to as the plain meaning or grammatical rule. According 
to this concept, the judge must read the words as they are rather 

than as they should be. The assumption underlying this rule is 
that the legislature has chosen precise words to convey its intent. 

As Lord Diplock said in Duport Steels Ltd. v. Sirs (1980), courts 
must not fill in gaps or correct defects in statutes; that is the task 
of Parliament. The judiciary’s job is to interpret, not to legislate. 

B. Judicial Applications 

In many significant situations, the Literal Rule has been used. 
Lord Esher highlighted in R v. City of London Court (1892) that 

where legislative language is unambiguous, "they must be 
followed even though they lead to a manifest absurdity." Likewise, 

in 

In many significant situations, the Literal Rule has been used. For 
instance, Lord Esher ruled in R v. City of London Court (1892) 

that statutory language that is unambiguous "must be followed 
even though they lead to a manifest absurdity." For example, in 

Whitely v. Chappell (1868), a law penalized impersonating 
“anyone has the right to vote. The defendant purported to be a 
deceased person whose name was still on the voter registration 

list. A deceased individual is not "entitled to vote," hence the court 
declared him innocent. 

In State of Jharkhand v. Govind Singh (2005), the Indian Supreme 

Court used similar strategy, ruling that courts are not allowed to 
modify or remove terms from statutory language. In M. Pentiah v. 

Muddala Veeramallappa (1961), the Court reaffirmed that, 
regardless of the apparent outcome, courts must grant statutes 
their usual meaning provided their language is unambiguous. 

C. Merits and Demerits 
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Merits: 

• Ensures certainty and predictability in law. 

• Respects the separation of powers by preventing judicial 

law-making. 

• Promotes consistency and objectivity. 

Demerits: 

• Can produce unjust or absurd results. 

• Ignores the social and moral purposes behind legislation. 

• Assumes that legislative drafting is always perfect—a fallacy 

exposed in modern governance. 

D. Critical Evaluation 

The Literal Rule, despite criticism, provides a necessary starting 
point for interpretation; it ensures respect for the supremacy of 
the legislature and, with it, legal certainty. Its rigidity may 

sometimes clash with the dynamics of law, though; therefore, 
corrective mechanisms become necessary, with examples being 

the Golden and Mischief Rules. 

IV. THE GOLDEN RULE 

A. Concept and Scope 

In order to prevent absurdity or injustice, judges are permitted to 
deviate from a statute's literal interpretation when doing so would 
result in conflict or contradiction. We call this the Golden Rule. 

There are two ways that the golden rule works: 

1. Narrow approach: The court choose the interpretation that 

avoids absurdity when a term has many meanings. 
2. Broad approach: Where strict interpretation of the words 

will yield an unreasonable or unfair result, the court adjusts 

the words slightly to achieve fairness. 

B. Judicial Development 

The rule was most notably stated in Grey v. Pearson (1857), when 

Lord Wensleydale argued that words should be given their 
grammatical meaning unless doing so would result in absurdity 

or contradiction. 

A law in Adler v. George made it unlawful to obstruct a member 
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of the armed forces "in the vicinity of" a restricted area. The 
defendant was inside the prohibited area, not just near it.The 

court used the Golden Rule to construe "in the vicinity of" as 
including "within," avoiding the ludicrous outcome that someone 
inside a restricted area would not be held accountable. 

Indian jurisprudence has also embraced the Golden Rule. In 
Tirath Singh v. Bachittar Singh, the Supreme Court in 1955, 

avoided a construction which if adopted would make a portion of 
a procedural provision otiose, and highlighted that interpretation 
must not defeat the purpose of the statute. 

C. Strengths and Limitations 

Strengths: 

• Prevents absurd or unjust consequences. 

• Preserves legislative intent while allowing judicial flexibility. 

• Bridges the gap between literalism and purposivism. 

Limitations: 

• No clear test for what constitutes “absurdity.” 

• Risk of judicial subjectivity. 

• Can lead to inconsistency in application across cases. 

D. Evaluation 

The Golden Rule strikes a pragmatic balance between textual 

fidelity and justice. It acknowledges that language, while precise, 
may not always capture legislative intent perfectly. However, its 

discretionary nature can blur the distinction between statute and 
interpretation, necessitating judicial caution. 

V. THE MISCHIEF RULE 

A. Origin and Principle 

The Mischief Rule traces its origin to the celebrated decision in 

Heydon’s Case (1584), where the court laid down a fourfold test to 
determine legislative intent: 

1. Before the legislation, what was the common law? 

2.  What was the flaw and harm that the common law failed 
to correct? 

3. What solution did Parliament provide to fix the flaw? 

4. What is the remedy's actual purpose? 
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Suppressing the harm and advancing the solution are the goals 

of the regulation. As a result, it incorporates a purposive 
philosophy that permits courts to interpret legislation in 

accordance with their societal purpose. 

B. Judicial Applications 

The defendants in Smith v. Hughes (1960) were sex workers who 

solicited from windows and balconies. Despite not being 
physically "in the street," they were found guilty under the Street 
Offences Act of 1959 because public solicitation was the type of 

mischief that was targeted. 

In Bengal Immunity Co. v. State of Bihar (1955), the Mischief Rule 

was used to interpret Article 286 of the Indian Constitution. 
According to the Court, the clause was designed to eliminate the 
problem of various taxes on interstate commerce. 

Similarly, the Supreme Court used the Mischief Rule to prevent 
the avoidance of taxes in K.P. Varghese v. ITO (1981), where a 

section of the Income Tax Act was interpreted so as to further 
rather than destroy its purpose. 

C. Strengths and Criticisms 

Strengths: 

• Promotes justice and fairness by considering legislative 
purpose. 

• Adapts the law to contemporary needs and social realities. 

• Prevents exploitation of statutory loopholes. 

Criticisms: 

• Risks excessive judicial creativity. 

• May undermine legislative supremacy. 

• Relies heavily on external aids and subjective reasoning. 

VI. THE SHIFT TOWARD PURPOSIVE AND CONTEXTUAL 
INTERPRETATION 

In this way, the purposive approach is the culmination of the 
evolution of interpretative philosophy, extending the spirit of the 

Mischief Rule. The approach emphasizes that when interpreting 
statutes, courts should strive to uphold the general legislative 
purpose, even at the expense of a literal meaning. 
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In 1993, the historic English decision Pepper v. Hart made it 
possible to resort to parliamentary discussions (Hansard) in order 

to ascertain purpose in cases where there was uncertainty.This 
marked a significant departure from the traditional exclusionary 
rule and underlined the modern purposive trend. In India, 

purposive interpretation has been at the heart of both 
constitutional and statutory adjudication. For example, The Court 

noted that "interpretation must advance the purpose of the 
statute" in R.M.D.C. v. Union of India (1957). Similar to this, the 
Supreme Court interpreted "procedure established by law" to 

include justice and reasonableness in Maneka Gandhi v. Union of 
India (1978), demonstrating a purposeful interpretation of the 
constitution. 

The purposive approach fits the modern ideals of democracy, 
where laws are not just to restrain but also to promote justice, 

equity, and constitutional morality. 

VII. COMPARATIVE JURISPRUDENCE: UK AND INDIA 

While both UK and Indian jurisprudence are rooted in English 

common law, their interpretative journeys as evolved over time, 
took pretty different roads. 

• In the UK, the courts traditionally applied the Literal Rule, 

which reflects their belief in parliamentary sovereignty. In 
recent times, however, and particularly since joining the 

European Union, the purposive approach to interpretation 
has been increasingly adopted in order to give effect to 
European directives in domestic law. 

• In India, the broad and dynamic character of the 
Constitution encouraged from the outset a purposive and 

liberal interpretative approach. The Indian judiciary, vested 
with powers of judicial review, often interprets statutes and 
constitutional provisions to further fundamental rights and 

social justice. 

Indian courts have shown greater willingness to invoke purposive 
reasoning even in penal statutes—an area where English courts 

traditionally applied strict literalism. 

VIII. MODERN JUDICIAL TRENDS 

In contemporary jurisprudence, the boundaries between the three 
classical rules have blurred. Courts increasingly employ a hybrid 
approach, combining literal, golden, and purposive reasoning as 

context demands. 

Indian examples include: 
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• The Court stressed viewing legislation as a whole to 

harmonize interpretation in Reserve Bank of India v. 
Peerless General Finance (1987). 

• New India Assurance Co. v. Nusli Neville Wadia (2008): This 
case favored the use of purposive interpretation over literal 
meaning to promote legislative intent. 

• Union of India v. Prabhakaran Vijaya Kumar (2008): The 
Court has once again reiterated that while the literal 
interpretation could be the starting point, the ultimate goal 

should always be to give effect to the purpose of the statute. 

This synthesis represents a maturity in interpretive 

jurisprudence, which evinces respect for legislative supremacy 
and dedication to justice. 

IX. CRITICAL EVALUATION 

The Mischief, Golden, and Literal Rules are sequentially 
progressive rather than mutually incompatible. 

This means that the three rules are not independent or in conflict 
with each other; rather, they represent successive stages in the 
historical and intellectual evolution of judicial interpretation. 

• Strict adherence to the letter of the law was established by 
the Literal Rule. 

• As a refinement, the Golden Rule modified literalism to 

avoid ludicrous or unjust outcomes. 
• The Mischief Rule developed later, focusing on the purpose 

or intent behind the law, marking a shift from textual to 
purposive reasoning. 

In other words, each rule built upon the weaknesses of the earlier 

one, forming a progressive chain of interpretative evolution rather 
than competing philosophies. 

“Each emerged as a corrective to the limitations of the preceding 

one.” 

This fortifies the understanding that judicial interpretation 

developed in response to practical problems caused by the 
previous rules. 

• The literal rule's rigidity produced unfair outcomes. 

• The Golden Rule was introduced to correct these injustices. 
• When even the Golden Rule proved inadequate to deal with 

complicated or ambiguous situations, the Mischief Rule 
developed to lead judges to consider the purpose of the law 
and the problem that it was trying to resolve. 
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Thus, the development of these rules reflects the adaptive work of 
the judiciary to the changing needs of law and society. 

“The Literal Rule ensures certainty.” 

The Literal Rule's regularity and clarity are its strongest points.  
Therefore, if judges stay true to the meaning of words, people can 

easily comprehend what the law requires or forbids. 
Because the emphasis is solely on what the text says, this 

approach also protects against judicial bias and subjective 
interpretation. Additionally, it upholds the idea of separation of 
powers, which holds that judges enforce the law rather than make 

it. 

“The Golden Rule supplies flexibility.” 

The Golden Rule acts as a safety valve against injustice. 

It permits judges to deviate from the literal interpretation when 
doing so would result in an irrational or contradictory outcome. 

This rule thus brings a balance between rigidity and fairness in 
that it respects the legislative text while ensuring its application 
aligns with common sense and justice. It is a moderate approach, 

used sparingly but effectively when literal interpretation fails. 

“The Mischief Rule introduces purposive reasoning.” 

This rule is an example of a conceptual change since it considers 
the reasons behind the law's initial enactment rather than just 
the wording of the statute. Using the Mischief Rule, judges 

pinpoint the "mischief" or flaw in the prior legislation and interpret 
the new legislation to ensure that the flaw is properly fixed. 

Purposive interpretation is embodied in this approach, which 
prioritizes social fairness and legislative intent over mere 
grammatical meaning. 

However, this shift to purposivism should not be without textual 
discipline. This is a warning on the perils of excessive judicial 
creativity.  Although purposive interpretation provides flexibility, 

judges should not abandon the textual basis of the statute. The 
written words of Parliament remain the primary authority, judicial 

interpretation having to respect the text even while seeking to 
fulfill its purpose. 

Otherwise, interpretation risks turning into judicial law-making 

at the expense of democracy and legislative supremacy. “Excessive 
judicial creativity risks transforming courts into unelected 
legislators.” 
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This sentence warns against judicial overreach. Judges are to 

interpret laws, not make them. If the courts interpret the laws too 
loosely-especially in the interest of achieving justice-they will start 

performing the role of the legislature, which would be 
unconstitutional because it would blur separation of powers. 

Hence, though of great value, purposivism must operate within 

disciplined limits set by the text and legislative intent. The 
challenge, therefore, is to achieve interpretative balance: to adhere 
to the words of the law, yet not sacrifice justice at the altar of 

literalism. This line captures the chief philosophical tension in 
interpretation. Judges have to balance: Fidelity to the text, in 

upholding rule of law and legislative supremacy; Fairness and 
justice: to ensure that law serves its intended moral and social 
purpose. The courts should neither twist the language in order to 

make law, nor apply it inflexibly so as to cause injustice. “The 
modern judiciary must also consider the impact of social change, 

technological advancement, and globalization that introduce new 
interpretative challenges.”  

This sentence expands interpretation into the modern context. 

Today's laws often deal with complex issues, like digital privacy, 
cybercrime, biotechnology, artificial intelligence, and 
environmental protection that were never contemplated in older 

statutes.  

Thus, judges need to interpret such legislations dynamically, 

keeping in mind social realities and technological progress to keep 
justice relevant in a dynamically changing world. Where the work 
of legislative drafting is becoming increasingly complex, despite 

being centuries old, the classical rules nevertheless offer timeless 
counsel. Lastly, this sentence emphasizes the Literal, Golden, and 
Mischief Rules' ongoing applicability. Even in a time of contextual 

and purposeful interpretation, these conventional guidelines 
continue to be fundamental. These guiding concepts guarantee 

that judicial interpretation is organized, logical, and moral rather 
than capricious or erratic. 

X. CONCLUSION 

The development of judicial thought from mechanical application 
to dynamic reasoning is embodied in the journey from literal to 

purposive interpretation. The Golden Rule balances rigidity with 
reason, the Mischief Rule directs judicial inventiveness toward 
legislative goals, and the Literal Rule emphasizes faithfulness to 

language. 

The Purposive Approach, an expansion of the Mischief Rule, has 
dominated interpretive philosophy in the twenty-first century. 
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Nonetheless, the traditional guidelines continue to be 
fundamental instruments, guaranteeing that interpretation stays 

disciplined and moral. In the end, interpretation is a creative 
judicial art rather than a mechanical activity. It necessitates 
consideration for justice, logic, language, and the constitutional 

ethos. 

These rules would apply until today because while the language 

of the law changes, the aim in pursuing justice by interpretation 
does not. 
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