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Abstract

Some of the well-known methods of statutory interpretation, adopted by
courts, are the following rules: 1) The “Literal Rule”: The statute should be
interpreted by using ordinary meaning of the language. 2) The “Mischief Rule,” : this
rule grants at the discretion of a judge, more extensive than the first, to determine
the Parliament’s intent, by asking what was the mischief that the previous law did
not cover and which Parliament was seeking to remedy when it passed the law
now being reviewed by the court. 3) The “Golden Rule,”: a judge may depart from
ordinary meaning of a word in order to avoid an absurd result. 4) The “Purposive
Approach,”: a judge takes account of subjective and objective elements in which it
should be integrated the literal rule, mischief rule, and the golden rule.

This article argues that the legal interpretation adopted by the Thai court
falls within the scopes of such interpretations. For these purpose, the article aims
at examining general principles, theoretical approach and practices concerning
canons of construction that exists in both common law and civil law countries.

Keywords : Statutory Interpretation, Canons of Construction, Principles of
Constitutional and Legal Interpretation
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msldngmnenuaadilalaeiily desldngrunefiduaednvaidnusieu
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SayefAvidean (Act of Parliament) agiiu dengranedrygitennuiinnumneitegisls
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iegadosinenguune’ Welsifinguunednualdnusuiuldiazidenliussimdifiousuud
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agludlagu Ty Lﬁahjﬁwﬁ’zgiﬁaLLm%’gﬁssméaﬁ':ﬁqﬁuLmﬂsgﬁlﬂ Tnsyvimsiiu
vidoitadensdiudulumuvsandnsunasestsemalngluszueulssensulnesud
wszumngmsinsadulszye” wandifiudnisaenseudiisiensldwaznisiiniig
undiyaifuresgsssuyavesing”

n15179n5URATERInaNddn s adsafatunTiduasfiaungrunouneded
Usinglusnms 4 wisUsssangranouiuasmndsstedydit “nguanedu Fedlilu
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unteyelitu o Lﬁalajﬁwﬂawmaﬁ'%emm‘u%uﬂﬁiéﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁ]i&mﬁﬁummﬁmﬂizLWﬁﬁLwiq
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v a o

' 510uns n3uiBes wagdn A, (2539). MsReLNgINe. ngame: SRRy,

*a 151am MAseY. 2509, Ussndinisunaseduszuauusradulpeduiinszumnsmidnsadudsye
MUNATY 7 VBITFETINYSY. 5eN3TATF, 3(3), v 1-16.

*Frank C. Darling, ‘The Evolution of Law in Thailand’ (1970) 32(2) Review of Politics, 197, 202-
209; R.H. Hicking, ‘The Legal System of Thailand’ (1972) 2(8) Hong Kong Law Journal, 8, at 8-9; David
Lyman, ‘An Insight into the Functioning of the Thai Legal System’ (Thai-American Business Magazine, Jan-
Feb 1975) (David Lyman noted that most of the Thai lawyers of the time had been trained in England
but they recognized the disadvantage of the Common Law system for their country. So Thailand picked
the best of both (civil and common law) systems and began the process of adapting them to the Thai
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situation. The result is that the penal law is Italian, Indian, French and Japanese inspired; the Civil Law
greatly influenced by French, German and Swiss law; the Commercial Law primarily British).

‘e 2 witUszanangvueey) UyalAin “qﬂﬂaifﬂﬁaﬁulwﬂumammmaLﬁ@lﬁ”mzﬁﬂmiﬁu
ngrneilflunznssihdutydfiduniauassmunlnsly waslneiiazaungnssvheanufisiy doadulny
ygAlilungrane .7

*Carl Schmitt. (1931). The Guardian of the Constitution: Schmitt’s argument against constitutional
review. 12-48.

*Aans19138 A3.25a0 NATAY nand “wdninasiinlvlunsfiannunguansarsdneaisnuaidu
ué’ﬂmmsflﬁiﬂwﬁﬂLLﬁ’Jhﬂﬁ%ﬂmsﬁzgzﬁc?ﬂﬁﬂunguma wiiluSesfidnesuazeares 9 U'u;m,wimazﬁwmsﬁu.

"Ussmaiifiszuunguane Common Law anaueshiinnuiduiisnuazvaiiawisnguane fewnalu
msaevdnngrneiienaussingunaruunuoR viieufasvannguuneiidadevielivunzaudeanmnisol
vasdanslutlagiu duuuszwealussuunguing Civil Law fednfininwidediivhniinfiuuldngmane
(Applying the Law) i ;;Tﬁwwﬂmimsﬁalﬂﬁﬂajﬁﬁwmaiuﬂwsa%wﬁaﬂ{jLaﬁwﬁagzﬁaumﬂgwum

"913a 1o ueanaiLens (Charles de Montesquieu) (A.A. 1689-1755) nanl¥in “madefiivimiii
fmundngmnefeerls” uandeiinisirunguneidudsifioavandsds
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AILNENNISARNNY MIeaUSHy 1N elfoudy NI IsuNINAIeN MU 8 aUSF
(1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties) wazusnglunisfiniuvesna
Sgovauyane Midniteded 11/2552 egrlsfinm nsfianuimilsdedyaladunide
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“quniiesiedlu 51duns nfedides wardvn amiRn. (2539). MsAAANguane. Ajame: ddnia
Toyeywu; 5and MASAL 2553, mslduarnsinnunguneumv. sansyaild, 7(4) 53-84, wih 54 1.

“auns1 190 wissgssuysiiveraninglve . 2550,

Yes 178 wissgssuyauiesvetandnslne e 2560.

“Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, opened for signature 23 January 1969.

Pamiunsieneivssfutemidedynsevieustmaiidedldfuenuiiureuainiganig quma
muauvs. (2553). vildednyanssniUssmaisedldsumnuiiureuainigan. nyumumiuas : drneena
SgoTIIuL.
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nEnnsieumuidnusdundninasitugudiddgeesnislduagnisiaii
nguanglunndszna laglanizanigowindsusnnguuiddaduvesmaluvaiend
naIAe

® fageanvedanigewiini (US Supreme Court) lua@ Consumer Product
Safety Commission et al v. GTE Sylvania, Inc. et al (1980)" 2namdnlAin “Ugaunves
nsliuas@anunguansfedesfiiusingluundydfngmune ” violuaf Connecticut

16 = v o - v A
) @amatenaannisaainuliin “lunisinlng

National Bank v. Germain (1992
undeyalAuvangvung mamﬁﬁwﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁwé’ﬂLﬂz:wﬁmiammﬂgwmaﬁﬁwﬁmﬁqmﬂgﬂmq
fio msﬁmsszfasﬁﬂuumﬁsngjﬁu:viqﬂgﬁmaﬁ@,’s'wléﬁl’mﬁﬁu’jwﬁﬂmmmsJ:iwasi'mli17

® magnssalseiunasy (9" Circuit Court of Appeal) Usnglunatsad 917 af
Silveira v. Lockyer (2002)18 wInAR Williams v. Taylor (ZOOO)19 Farnaldnandnlu
vhusaifisriumageaassnandnaduiivdnmsiiddnlunisienunas aduldngraneves
ma Ao Msfisandosdn uazuseloafiumngludunngmneidudifunsn

® mageszdnaigiesiile (Supreme Court of Virginia) S1svanlilunad
Red Ash Coal Corp. v. Absher (1929)" Taglsvdnnisiinnunguanglian “nnauvesda
unngranefieuanevieau””

® magaUszinuaizozatan (Supreme Court of Alaska) luad Muller v. BP
Exploration (1996)" Fandndndnmsfeunguaiedt dessluunngmunedulguun

a = ' % ° Y a % ° o 23
y[.ﬂﬂqiﬁlﬂ'gqllﬂgﬁﬂqﬁl‘?ﬁLma%ﬂE]Uﬂqﬂ']a'ﬂ3ﬁaﬂﬁﬂﬁqumqmﬂjquﬂﬁ~lflEJSUENO'OEJF’HIV]EJW'JVLﬂ

“Consumer Product Safety Commission et al. v. GTE Sylvania, Inc. et al., 447 U.S. 102 (1980).

P being with the familiar canon of statutory construction that the starting point for
interpreting a statute is the language of the statute itself. Absent a clearly expressed legislative intention
to the contrary, that language must ordinarily be regarded as conclusive”, Ibid.

Connecticut National Bank v. Germain, 112 S. Ct. 1146, 1149 (1992).

el interpreting a statute a court should always turn to one cardinal canon before all
others ... courts must presume that a legislature says in a statue what it means and means in a statute
what it says there”], Ibid.

Bsitveira v. Lockyer, 312 F. 3rd 1052 (2002), dissent at 328 F. 3rd 567 (2003).

“Williams v. Taylor, 529 U.S. 362, 404, 120 S.Ct. 1495 LEd.2d 389 (2000).

20Red Ash Coal Corp. v. Absher, 153 Va. 332, 335, 149 SE. 541, 542 (1929).

e Every part of an act is presumed to be of some effect and is not to be treated as
meaningless unless absolutely necessary.”, Ibid.

“Muller v. BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc., 923 P.2d 783, 787-788 (1996).

By assessing statutory language, unless words have acquired a peculiar meaning, by virtue of
statutory definition or judicial construction, they are to be construed in accordance with their common
usage.”, Ibid.
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® agelszduasgensAue (Arkansas Supreme Court) Usingludiegeaf
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Farrell v. Farrell (2006)" @saalananantiin “lunisiiarsanfninuundyafAnig
nguang AadesAdsdarannsinnudAgusenisusnnauate na1aRe 115NN
A98AAZAUNNIEVIUNT PR ULT AIUAINRUIBTITUAT LAZAINAIIUAUIYT
va o o 425
wWhladulaemly ...

® magelszdnuaiziludindln (Supreme Court of New Mexico) Usinglunf

b

26 &4 a @ a ' P, =
State v. Ogden (2006)" @se5urenannisinungmuned “UaIslunisfinanunguuned
d1Aty AaN13ANaNNANTUIAANUNYMUNEANLAALNTUAIMEIN MUY LagRNSNdeA T
'Y 27 = a 28 ~
Usinglusunnguune” wiselued State v. Rowell (1995) uagAd State ex rel. Helman
29 & o =~ Y = Y
v. Gallegos (1994)” &aunnguannisiinunguungludnuaziiieniu
® magnssallsyinuasgunanesitly (California Court of Appeal) 817 A
30 31
People v. Jefferson (1999) )
32 a . 33 v 24 v =
(2002)” wazA Alford v. Superior Court (People) (2003)" tHudu datiugfsunuin

o w

drfnyresmalunisinnungrineliaenadesiuianunsuaiiay ingUssasdnisnngmang

9

AR People v. Lawrence (2000) AR People v. Acosta

“Farrell v. Farrell, 365 Ark. 465, 231 SW.3d 619 (2006).

#“When reviewing issues of statutory interpretation, we keep in mind that the first rule in
considering the meaning and effect of a statute is to construe it just as it reads, giving the words ordinary
and usually accepted meaning in common language. When the language of a statute is plain and
unambiguous, there is no need to resort to rules of statutory construction. A statute is ambiguous only
where it is open to two or more constructions, or where it is of such obscure or doubtful meaning that
reasonable minds might disagree or be uncertain as to its meaning. When a statute is clear, however, it is
given its pain meaning, and this court will not search for legislative intent; rather, that intent must be
gathered from the plain meaning of language used. This court is very hesitant to interpret a legislative
act in a manner contrary to its express language, unless it is clear that a drafting error or omission has
circumvented legislative intent.”, Ibid.

“State v. Ogden, 118 N.M. 234, 242, 880 P.2d 845, 853 (1994).

“eThe principal command of statutory construction is that the court should determine and
effectuate the intent of the legislature using the plain language of the statute as the primary indicator of
legislative intent.”, Ibid.

“State v. Rowell, 121 N.M. 111, 114, 908 P.2d 1379, 1382 (1995).

“State ex rel. Helman v. Gallegos, 117 N.M. 346, 353, 871 P.2d 1352, 1359 (1994).

“people v. Jefferson (1999) 21 Cal. 4" 86, 94 [86 Cal.Rptr.2d 893, 980 P.2d 441].

31Peo,ole v. Lawrence (2000) 24 CaL.ﬁlth 219, 230 [99 Cal.Rptr.2d 570, 6 P.3d 228].

“People v. Acosta (2002) 29 Cal.4” 105, 112 [124 CalRptr.2d 435, 52 P.3d 624].

®Alford v. Superior Court (People) (2003) 29 Cal.4" 1033, 1040.
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WINAEN1INTEeTTNYAEaNwaldnwIn1elATEsTIUYNY A.A. 1787 (The United States

34, .
Ibid.
35 . .
Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Co. of Maryland v. Director of Finance for Mayor and
City Council of Baltimore, 343 Md. 567, 683 A.2d 512 (1996).
36, .
Ibid.
37 A vy A a a 9 @ = = o v o £
Useinafildsudvdnaumaufnnnunanngmineves Sumadafinsdrdudnangmanaidulssian
wWudeiiuussmelng 019 g g Ui3as Basssumd. 2559. seUaUN15UNATEY SEUUNYNNG WaEANEAAINIS
SgovTnunesiuyY. MNsastfmans v Ine1dusssumans. 45(4), 990-1016.
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*United States Constitution (1787).

Puniiasesilu UiSes aAsssumd. (2558). 3§53y ”‘UnwﬁmmLLazéumaqam'%%v’uﬁug'mﬁm
dawanden. ngumme : dnaumaszssaysy, und 4.

“9 UriAs 1amssu. 2559, mseununguanedvidnsgsssuyalutsndlne. Sganans. 64(6),
Wi 7-31.

“siaml nAse. 2553, nslduasnisinnunguunenmvy. 9135a059alif, 7(4) 53-84, i 68.

“suifoudriinuneniguuniinsnenisitan w.e. 2535 e 36.

“yns 82 3319 UMIsUfURTIvNITMNIUNATE WAL 2539.
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a4
specialis dereogat legi generali)

2.3 nMsfnnulagAtsdsrnudunusvasiiannundyaiingvung
N9adu

weninfleanudnnisinungranelasluiiaesussnnsdiadu winnshaoud
ddndnusznisnis fe nisnnulasddsieanudusiusveaioninguanediaady
(Consistency) @jAnrusnduazdosfinnsanisanuidenles mnuaenadeuazaiiy
ahauelumszdduasngmneiaty lnsasRinsandiunisdnlavengmneusnainiu
filei

oy msdalassaadomdsiivanglunguunsvadine a1f Sgsssuynums
51010303l wa. 2560" finsdaudauntydifoondumin luuszanangmueaig
ﬁmmm‘[mqa%’wwaqﬂgumaaamﬂumﬂ% wiodsznanguaneusisiaz el ffin1sdn
Luammamgumaaamﬂumsw " nslduas msmmmﬂgmmswmmummtﬂuamaa
aonndaauazionlesiungrneuninns1dy q ety

Mgty N1sAALmMIT “laenasn” Gmlfduﬁﬂg'msummmﬁmiué’nwmwm 9
MauUsTanANgvINEea 87 e 157 BednyeiAin “Gladudmihauufuivieasiu
msufuamhilnedveu tielilAanarudsmenngmieln wieufvaniessiiunisufva
nilaeyasn dossyanydnn dus wiladfedul nisvsudmusaosiuyimdsaeamiy
v wieragiaUsy 7 awiulidh ansvddywiinnuinvesunngmanemas 157 fo
“Inemnasn” ?zj"’qLﬂuﬁaaﬁwﬁﬁmwwmEJﬂ"iWU'mmﬂ lnuAsouAguisnIsnsyiludnyy
#1499 917 N1UsENN AT miﬂsqumlm liiensa msaalna n1sdelng nsldnaguienie
idvinasing 9 tilonaenaslilddsiisesnts sudunmnelaeiily vieenavaneds “uie
usrmyssleniidnisvevlanigngmunedmivnmamiagiu” Fadudiouniud
Uszanangvngangy 11 101) Tiiyaials™

“vaniniionnngmunenelu ndnnsiaaaiifie Lex Specialis Sagnuiuldlunguanesening
Usglne 9 Bruno Simma and Dirk Pulkowski. 2006. Of Planets and the Universe: Self-contained Regimes in
International Law. European Journal of International Law, 17(3), pp. 483-529.
“g3gesuyauisnvenandnsineg w.a. 2560.
%mﬂixmang‘wm&lmmﬁ W.A. 2499.

U

a7 ' -
mﬂssmaﬂgwmmmmaswmmé W.A. 2468.

U

“unmsn 157 Uszananguaneengn .. 2499,
“res 101) Ussanangvungeney) w.e. 2499.
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aealsinny nislduaznisfimnunguuneilddnazinauedialsils wnudazdes
Arnulridenadosiumnsay 4 idagRlidneuudaurit

wann1siaungmunsludneuEAINg 1 LﬁuwﬁnﬂwsﬁugwuimsJﬁl"fLiJ’Lumsﬁmm
nsnefisindui “ejusdem generis”” WiemsApuNgIEFRIRAIUNN el
anuvingluhueafenfudosd viedduiidanreu

2.4 M3AANULAEAINDIENNTIMARE LAZAUNTNAIUINY VY
VB39

vanmslagmlulumsienungungdsenmsaavhedundnnsiannungmnelae
ilafavdnnsinana sielanunsuaiviangrneifislinny feffanuenanseyinldlae
Anwmdnniswasmaralunsengmneatuiy viemsnunduairitnguunsatuiud
winnakazamdndulunisasngrane o vasduegisls wagngmnetulurusiiann
MsIzdANuMINeLay IngUszasdesls

ndnmsinnungunedanandisiu uiesdsnndesiulunsianungane
Feduiinss msfmnungrneinguifignimundulneaauarussaidinnuiiiolden
893199 89N U W3en15USUTIUMAguIel Iz auiuanInaduase wazdu
wnmssuduiseniulunansifimans uaslumsianungranevesmalssimeaing 4 49

wlfesuadudduddl
3. NHEINNWNITAAIUNYUUY

§19357UTIULUUN U VBINTAAIUNYUNI8AIN AR5 v09UTU1158N190 U
v 51 o w = = an' ' Py 1
NHMUBUAT  ITABDINATININTTAAITUNS NUY q LLUU‘VI%ﬂﬁ’]’JNM@iUN

3.1 Ngug “Literal Rule”

a

neud “Literal Rule” 1130 “Plain Meaning Rule” \unuunguifiddnlunisly

o

[

wagn1sinungune tnaunisinnuundgyaRuinginenuessouasndysuy 8niy

o

wils ngrnedeuliegwlsildvsefinnuluautu ngud Literal Rule 3adunisfinnu

5°ms€ummﬂg‘mmaiﬂaﬁwﬁqﬁqmmaamﬂé’awamﬁamwngmmaﬁy’ﬂaﬂumwﬁﬂ “ejusdem generis”
Usingludfininwivesaaluanigewsnivanend 817 Walling v. Peavy-Wilson Lumber Co., 49 F. Supp.
846, 859 (W.D. La. 1943) 1Jusiu.

*$nvsms wn¥au. (2553). nsliuaznisimnungyane. ngame: difnanumalnases.
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muvdnnsnaneeand Wunsfieudidesnuanamnelaeig 1 Guudazing
Uyaamionlilnsame Alildlumuionmgsdlsndd

nqwd] Literal Rule Fadunisdosiulallifléngmune (ina) nanewdugsis @eds
Toyal®) 1detes vigud] Literal Rule Fatfuldundnnisdrdguesnslduaznisfiaaungmang
Tutlagiu sauﬁqmiﬁmmwﬁ@iﬁaLLm%“ﬁﬁﬁmémué’wmiuﬁ’u

nydusniifinisesuneienislduundaludes Literal Rule Usngluaf Sussex
Peerage Case (1844) waaUszimedangy ernaldnnmanlid “Gfisidensinan
nuaneifisssymaiieaveangunefiesntulaediedavyda Ae nislduazfanuany
mmwmamawmﬁzgajﬁﬁu 1 thundygiivesnguanelienudaauwaglifniuludiiese
W& maldiinnusnduardesiinuaumnevesun ety axdu din “Taauly
diee” Tunsdififunansanuisuaifidfignvesddeogudn "

g Literal Rule fidnwaizuvuifsiundnmsiimnungranelaeild nanide
nsdumanunievefossluundydRwiingmnedudundnnisana enananldin
nad Literal Rule gn thluldlunsfirungmnevesyszimasing o 91 wesiuiiFen
nsfAungVENERamMg Bt “Grammatical Interpretation” dauluansgawinld
Wamgud “Literal Rule” TugnnuilmifiFonin “Textualism” uag “Originalism”
Tnglanznsinnsunideduadsgssauygluavigonsn’ vielulszmalng nsdiifing
Usulimguiiinaniasusingegluning) 4 wisdssanangnuneunauasnaisg 11ne 2
UsyaiangnuIeeIgn MseNns 5 $355suuywiesIvenandnilng w.a. 2560 danana
190U visemuluguannisiaiiunguaneatednuwaldnysegiauaseada (Strict
Constructionism) LLazQﬂﬁﬂﬂiﬂumiﬁmmﬁuﬂgwmaé’ﬂwmzﬁu 5 979 UAnTIuFYQN
viioliosesigosiuyny

uenanil ngug] “Literal Rule” wegnldlunisfnnnuundaya@sgsssuynyvedds
Sgossuynineluafidifeded 18-22/2555 3esidoswelrimaigsssuynyinnsuniteds
MATFETINYEY 1N 68 Mt Fesvelimaitadein msuﬁ’lma%aasmécymmﬂ 291 il
Sastsannsasgsauyntunvhidifinsaneniesgessayy aivieatu Wumsdudrenis

*Sussex Peerage Case (1844; 11 CI&Fin 85) (England and Wales).

53Ibid, “The only rule for construction of Acts of Parliament is that they should be construed
according to the intent of the Parliament which passed the Act. If the words of the Statute are in
themselves precise and unambiguous, then no more can be necessary than to expound those words in
that natural and ordinary sense. The words themselves alone do, in such a case, best declare the
intention of the law giver” [emphasis in originall.

**John E. Finn. (2006). Civil Liberties and the Bill of Rights. The Teaching Company, pp. 52-54.

*Keith E. Whittington. (1999). Constitutional Interpretation: Textual Meaning, Original Intent,

and Judicial Review. Kansas: University Press of Kansas.
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1

Unasewieardunistilaud@sdrunanisunases Inedimendladayd@llusssssuyny Bad
Auang 68 wisly
11951 68 $3asuYatul w.a. 2550 Uydlidn “yaraagldansuaziaiainiivoay

e

v as

aensunesesszuauUszysUlnesulinssumnemignsadudsey .. 87 “.. dvsw
msnszvidanandeniidvsiaue FedlisenisgsaansrvasuterfiaaTauaziumies olof
masgsssuynitadedsnsliannsnsevindianan .7
fdrnumuiisnesriernunnglunisnw Auvalidniunisnszyiifedaue
Bodl#Sensgeaanmadeudaiinas uay Budiowelimaigsssuynitads nsdie
dlalédn drdr “wag” vihwihiduywunidendin “asadeu” fu “Budifos” dadu
vihfivesdunsgean widrihemanhensalidraniionsanlmidn “uaz” Tuses 68 1y

a

fdusudendsylonaesszloadnfoiu Ussloausnde “dnsrunisnszsindoudians
iaueisesliisunsgeannsivasuteiiante” Auussleafiaes “gusumsnsevindoniias
Jusfesvaldimaisssauynidaduding” Fafdroonudald “uaz Wluidondsslen
nsdlil fnsunisnssideusuiunsléisaesussms nanie wuededlidensild wie
fuidasliimaigsssuyalaenssils uazluditedeyszifiusiuslunisiudifes ma
Sgorsuynludniteded 18/2555 lefiansaninns 68 udrinlvavsgiinsunisnsevinly 2
Usgmssianandneiu’’ Gaguilouiimsfinnuigssmyguesmaszsssuyaazlindnanm
wazndnhensalidnunfertore wirerdeinnulaglingul] “Literal Rule” ol

masgsTsuygillananiiuivsznisle

3.2 ‘Vlt:]‘ﬂa “Mischief Rule”

nguf “Mischief Rule” 1udnnguilunisliuaymsferungung Sadunis
AanumsnszvidudmaidemelaenssnuingUszasdvesnguane tnodunguiiivaun
wanmalulszinasingy (Exchequer Court) intuludasamssud 16 luai Heydon’s
Case (1588)" Gemaldiosuredilunsliuasnsfienungmneindnnsdfaydusznisi
ARt TNMIELELD NENIAE

(1) ngrunganinvszmdnanlidiedialsieuiaziingmainsaisdnuaidnys
(What was the common law before the making of the Act.)

2) msiinguunganIaussmdildsesiulineliAnanudsmevieveing
9814913 (What was the mischief and defect for which the common law did not provide.)

Fgu1n9 68 SgsTauyauieverandnsineg . 2550.
“TinAtaduma3gesauyai 18/22/2555 astuil 26 nsngA 2555.
58Heydon’5 Case [1584] 76 ER 637, 3 Co Rep. 7a (England and Wales).
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o wa o

()  drefdfvygRiuumslunmsiBoieidesingdiiinduedsls (What remedy the
Parliament has resolved and appointed to cure the disease of the Commmonwealth?)

a v da

(4) {Jjﬁwwﬂmummmmmumﬁ’ﬁgﬁﬁaﬂawmmﬁawﬁm?{mm'mLﬁamaﬁmmﬁmﬁu
ilifonadeaeilymidegnuanunsuaiitgidldndd (The office of all the judges is
always to make such construction as shall suppress the mischief, and advance the
remedy, and to suppress subtle inventions and evasions for continuance of the
mischief, and pro privato commodo, and to add force and life to the cure and
remedy, according to the true intent of the makers of the Act, pro bono publ/'co).59

azituledn arszdfguongul] “Mischief  Rule”  Aanisfiansainanseny
(Mischief) flonaaziintuanmslduas msfinnungrneiiliaenadestudainaiuaziile
Berranuidemeiiintunuanuisucivessangvang wuungud “Mischief Rule” gn
ilvusuldlunany 9 Useina 019 wwosdu Ton1sfninunguuisuuy “Historical
Interpretation” n&a19fe AaIzABIRaITUNRANUNTYAlTaanndsiulanuINalues
ngung lnenisanwainuseiinnuduanlunisdavhnguune wieenaduaiilaantudin
VIEVANNSWARLVANE

MsfiAAILLUUNg Y] “Mischief Rule” 33iflmududou udiindnnisddny
Usznanils A gdesliidunmsaalilnaluansunngrang nsoradisudeldan
fhegsidaderesmasgessuyyfiavenudolul

AAflademasgsssuyni 11/2552 Jufvardestunisidedunsdunasnisaison
Tng-fuyyen atuasiuiud 18 figuisu ne. 2551 luadfeguavennenasing gunsiy 7udu
“nildndeyy” ﬁé}’awammLﬁwaumﬂ%fgammm%fgﬁﬁmém 137 190 viselyl

Aasgsssuyglaiiadedn Auaasnisasaulng-Auyyn fend1d “e1adina
Wisuuaserananlnevieenadinadsuulasiuiiuenaanndusymealnedans
saulnevSeliungrwamunisdedyysengmuneseninslseme ....” lngAasysssuyey
Tﬁm&;maﬁﬁmLLUammmj'uﬁ?uLﬁmmﬂ mnularnuauiivyaFliluins 190 153ades
11 “wifsdednynilafifiundisuulaseranalnendeiiunsiuamunsdedyynde
ngMnesEnIalseine 7 udh fegldiiananiuanusjinanvesigssuynisees
mmaaumuqumﬁﬁmﬁqﬁaé{ﬁymfiauﬁﬂwEru%m'ﬁ%lﬂaamﬂﬁﬁwagﬂﬁuﬂszwm
fn3gnisdunguanevateviuliainuiuin nisidudin “enading” Wisuwuad
DIMUNVALNY UuAII “Hun” ﬁ'l%LfJunmLUam'mﬁLﬁuLaauwﬁzgq‘}’a%gﬁﬁmﬁ;ﬁg 116157

= = ' ) v ' ° aa v wabl ' o aa o
190 239A&BY GCNQWill@u’)']ﬁ']a3§5551~|Hf‘l‘]}ﬂ7’3a'N@']u’]ﬁ]umUQJ}iy}W aﬁJ'N‘liﬁW']ll M13IUINY

59, .
Ibid.
60 v a ' = < = 1% ' 19
Unannsvangiungafielssinunsiauenng 190 Sgesuyyuiesveandnsing w.e. 2550
auAIladedl 11/2562 01 quwe aneguns. (2553). nilsdedynsevitssmanidedldsuanudiiureunn
Fgan. gy : dinanumaigssay.
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voemaigessuygdaudunnundaniueddnseing 4 ausgessuyy U wazuseiu
Aflademaszsssuyy NdlnnT 190 eguanmileveulunnisinuiluunaiuil

3.3 wquﬁ “Golden Rule”

ngud “Golden Rule” LHudnuilimguiivaensliuasfinnungmune Faiaun
119INANAVOIUTLNATING Y ImamqwﬁﬁlﬂmmLm'msmﬁﬁwmmiﬁmmmﬂ%’d%
nveusnansndesfssaum AU IngluuntydRwiinguneiiiedesiusaiiinan
nsusuldunngrineduasdnsieanusineveingringeg1eiewss lnenge)) “Golden
Rule” AnanMIsRansandnduluad Becke v Smith (1836) Galdnnamanliin “ngmanelu
nsinungunglaeialuAenisienumudossisssunfivmngluundygRuiingvane
waznsAmLALTRENwIMans Viuudazdnsendnnsiigsiangmneldndy wagnns
Usuldonrnelvifnuadevesnisusuldeneineuss”

auituldin el “Golden Rule” naliiAnnslduaznisianungwuneniuning
sevanevesnnmnedilddydly Bivedliinmsudasnumneliuansisluananumng
Und iileliAnnamstaduledaummauna dAidademasgssmyyiivsmngnisuiuld
noui] “Golden Rule” maifisuidesldlusegaisdeluil ndnie NIAARSTEITUYLY
wnnwiingnading qunsay fuanduniensguunsiagidadedn ueatdns quns
nulugndnswesusevly fide sulunmsnsyyideainuniu 5ge5suyny 11ns 267 dewa
Tiaudusguunivesunsadng qunsiov ﬁqﬁuqmamwwﬁamu%’gﬁiim‘gﬁg 1931 182
2550 (7)

'
[ o U =

AddedeAasgossuyni 12-13/2551 laesuiedrdn “gnidne” Tuning 267

v o

Sgovruyaatul w.e.2550 Mldldmsamanefigniiwiuanunuigveslssiiangvung
wisuaznded WongraneduaTaciasny viengunemSoins wihily wininefgning
munauynsuatuTRdineany wa. 2542 Fdimnuvnglimneds giuiains
91y gaamnashaulineindeglasuede liinziFendestls Taedddsdivinaeiing
Mdya1dnaduanednuaisnusnseld wislasuanovunuiduaidne dudie use
Ameuiiludnuasiilunindauesdu Aitedumaisssmuyydananneliindes
nninsalfuegrannisnnumnnzadlunisiiniuvesena

oils AAadumafgsssuyiandnazgniemiemmzaunieliifisdlaog
uenwioveuamainuiluunanui eghalsiniu Aidademadgosuygfang uans
THiudsnnunesuvesmaigsssuyalunisdninunguineiiiedesiunisdaiuves
naUszlovdvosissiundaduuieniguuns duindunsuvannungliuandigll
naumngUndiiielfldanumnelasuivsendadenesduianinuuuungud

Golden Rule 9199y
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3.4 Q8] “Purposive Approach”

dwsungud] “Purposive Approach” #3e “Purposive Construction” tdumegui]
Afwaunistulusyegnduilosuiisufuaunguidiadu Tnengud Purposive
Approach #Uainu131nuanNIsAANvRIAIatusEuuNguI1e Common Law g
Unfifmansluszuungvuie Common Law Wiugraiin1swauiwuungud Purposive
Approach THinguszasdddmiteldunuiiuuumnuii 3 suuuudneiu®™

N15AAUAINRUUNG B Purposive Approach lﬁmaummuumﬁ@%‘ﬁﬁmmmwﬁ
AINEIT9AU NE1IAB Nguf Purposive Approach 19nantidinisiainungnunedy
Tudenanainguszasdvesngrnefsodlofliuasdnnungmnesinnudnlalunguaned
JeAuldunnginisaluviensdlegaseusu ngud Purposive  Feduasuliignufing
Fuatmdngrunangrnevielenasnguaneiiisades e1f $1enguane Suiindenan
vanmIwazvaNe MeunsUszdlunisensenguing Weliiduuseiagiulunsiinanu
AU iuledn nsfimnunnundnngud] “Purposive Approach” 3auniswaunanu
nsArungrnelaefinsanisansyddnuas inguszasdvesngmang”

N13AAUNMIIEAIUNENNG S Purposive Approach liaa1udn Seyfutladedia
drutiglunisinnunguinevesfiau 2 Usenis nande

Usgnausn msfinsanesdusznovsengmnediduasanudssinrud dgndu
a1diuusn (Prima Facie) ﬁﬁjﬁmméfmﬁmim sl %aﬁaﬁ‘awaqngwma (Title) Fouiy
(Full Title) uazdotevasnguane (Short Title) AuUs13A (Preamble) iy (Definitions)
unUnalAluusazanst (Provisions) n1suualassasaveangmune (Sections/Parts) 819
Juussn nuae v3enia wasigravesnisuudlassadisaznislddoadfinals ven
Tagnsal (Gramma) nislddideunsenisiiuassaneu (Conjunctive and Disjunctive
Words) wazminuvungvadesditulsiazyselenroinguung (Meanings)

Usznsfiaes néngrumsiifieanivielonansdng q Adeadestungrung endl
Usgdivoanguine Tnquszasdntemmmanudndulunmsnsngrng samisdfmansd
lasun1seausu nauynsy nilededyn15enintasema 1eNaIsueInIeTI¥NIg 579
W33 YUYER $1891UN15UTTYUTDIAMLNTTUNTINNGNUIY TaRniunIaIvInIsuay
FaRniuiidrongrunslunszuiunisensne sefunsimuivestsznea Tnglamizanin
Hrunaziasusiavesszmalag sy anmmanevesdosdlungruneluvaziingngruneg
fuanuvsngluvaziifaany

61Elmer A. Driedger. (1983). Construction of Statutes. Toronto, Canada: Butterworth & Co., p. 87.
*Aharon Barak. (2005). Purposive International in Law. New Jersey, USA: Princeton University
Press, p. 88.
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na1lad1 ngud] Purposive Approach undnnisadalug (Modemn Principle) i
I#$uniseonsugnldedrauninansluszuungmane Common Law Tuilagiu® 74
Usinadanguielnenuvesnmenssasnmsmeld English Law Commission Tt a.el. 1969
Tifauuziuimadnguisafunisinunguunedinsimidsfauuungud Purposive
Approach Tunisldagnisiinanunguaneg ﬁ’m%fuéhaéﬂaﬁﬂﬁmﬁmmmduﬂﬁzLmé’mqwﬁ
wansliiudeniseensulunundfifanumgui] Purposive Approach Usinglunanead o9
Maunsell v Olins [1975]64 AR Pickstone v Freemans Plc [1989]65 AR Pepper v Hart
119921 wazed R v Secretary of State for Health ex parte Quintavalle 120031 Hud

ludszineaaiadnsan (Commonwealth) AUsingliiunisusuldngu]
Purposive Approach lunisinruvesena unsussimasavuadungune Liennsnsouls
mafnunTngUszasdvasngie” wielduldisiltlunsinnungrunesgssya
917l UsuinAeeaesidedsusinglu The Acts Interpretation Act (1901)°” dwSuuszina
fduwaususnglu The interpretation Act (1999) viieussiauaum Usingnsieaniu
unUnyaluvissgsssuuailuad R v Big M Drug Mart Ltd, [1985)" i

“Aharon Barak. (2005). Purposive International in Law. New Jersey, USA: Princeton University
Press; Aharon Barak. (2012). Proportionality — Constitutional Rights and Their Limitations. New York:
Cambridge University Press; Elmer A. Driedger. (1983). Construction of Statutes. Toronto, Canada:
Butterworth & Co.; Aharon Barak. (2005). Purposive International in Law. New Jersey, USA: Princeton
University Press; Kate Tokeley. 2002. Interpretation of Legislation: Trends in Statutory Interpretation and
the Judicial Process. Victoria University of Wellington Law Review, 33, pp. 965-980; Tobias Lonnquist.
2003. The Trend Towards Purposive Statutory Interpretation: Human Rights At Stake. Revenue Law
Journal, 13(1), art. 3.

“Maunsell v Olins [1975] AC 373 (House of Lords) (England).

“Pickstone v Freemans plc [1989] AC 66 (House of Lords) (England).

66Pep,oer v Hart [1992] 3 WLR 1032 (House of Lords (England).

“Rv Secretary of State for Health ex parte Quintavalle [2003] 2 WLR 692 (House of Lords)
(England).

“rsdliuansmnanudilavesindfimanilnefiuesiniosnstinnuniedils Guristic Methods)
LﬂuﬁaaﬁlﬂéﬁmwsﬁmiﬁﬁlﬁﬂuﬂgwmEJ wiiluiSesfithesuazaanes 9 Usmwimazﬁwuﬁua 29aa AA
$nil. 2553. nslduaznisfirunguuiemv. 135e159aln, 7(4) 53-84, i 54 Jusiu,

“The Acts Interpretation Act (1901) (Australia).

"The Interpretation Act (1999) (New Zealand), §5(1). guniiasnzwily Kate Tokeley. 2002.
Interpretation of Legislation: Trends in Statutory Interpretation and the Judicial Process. Victoria
University of Wellington Law Review, 33, pp. 965-980.

"R v Big M Drug Mart Ltd., [1985] (Supreme Court of Canada), at para. 116.
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woNMileaNdenquiarUsemalulaIadnsan ATAAMUNYUNIEAIUNG YY)
Purposive Approach fasingluvansUseina enii ansgew3nn’” dasiea sude’ uay
swdsnsfaungansvesaagisssuuiiglsy (European Court of Justice)” uazea
el (Domestic Courts) vasUszmaluglsuidloifsdostunislduaznsiiriungmsne
annnglsy (EU Law)

4. wWINNNTAANUNVIETuaN LA 9

winnsuasnguilunisininunguanedananndiadu 1Wuuuna33aldlunng
Aanungunevislulssimaiiiszuungmng Common Law kagUssmaiifszuungmang
Civil Law tisil azthllinndenifieslafifulunuaniunisaiuasdnuazuisad winsld
warn1sinunguungazdauadteadsiuluningiy wisvazdeataziuIniglunig
mmwuﬂg‘wmmmﬂivmﬂiusvuungwma Common Law fiu Civil Law lpgtanizglsy
aeduyy Ssasinnuunnnatu Sseuuansnsiinanionvaguifuuumdldsd

4.1 NIAANUNYUNBVBIUTEINA Common Law

nsAAuNgManeveslssnAlusEuungmane Common Law fiseileubuuwiy
fenaldlunisfinaunguuneifendt “Canons” nse “Canons of Construction”
thnguinglnedendn “GA33” Ouristic Methods) Ganausaumdnnisvlluaznguinisg
Aanunguanedisdiy aunaeussideunuuunuiinaduuumsifinnwldlunis
finsanfienungvane lnedivdnnisdidy 3 Jsems el

“Abbe R. Gluck. 1750. The States as Laboratories of Statutory Interpretation: Methodological
Consensus and the New Modified Textualism. Yale Law Journal, 119, p. 1764; .

"91fi CA 165/82 Kibbutz Hatzor v Assessing Officer, 39(2) P.D. 70 [1985] (Judgement in
Jerusalem, Israel) 7 Aharon Barak. (2005). Purposive International in Law. New Jersey, USA: Princeton
University Press, p. 88; way Aharon Barak. (2012). Proportionality — Constitutional Rights and Their
Limitations. New York: Cambridge University Press.

a1 Tirath Singh v. Bachittar Singh and Others (1955) (Supreme Court of India).

"Nial Fennelly. 1996. Legal Interpretation at the European Court of Justice. Fordham
International Law Journal, 20(3), article 4.

"Jonathan R. Macey. 1992. The Canons of Statutory Construction and Judicial Preferences.
Faculty Scholarship Series, Paper 1643; Quintin Johnstone. 1954. An Evaluation of the Rules of Statutory
Interpretation.. Faculty Scholarship Series, Paper 1908; Emmanuel Q. Fernado. 2000. Canons of Statutory
Construction: A Comparative Analysis. Philippine Law Journal. 75, 203; Anita S. Krishnakumar. 2016.
Dueling Canons. Duke Law Journal. 65, 909.
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(1) MsAAUAINAIDNYS (Textual)

sAANANEISAYS (Textual Canon) @aAgadesfiunsiumauvsees
foud mafasandmdnlisinsel wien13RansaANLAeARREIYBINgVINET AT
Fadudnuusdefundnnisinnungmnglasiluuazngud Literal Rule fananadnsdu
Tnelmnuddiuusiusisell

vdnmsdumenavanelagiily (Plain Meaning) Wudoausfigiuresmaiilunis
sungrane §ialdlddesdsssuniiinnumnelagiilueg mslduaznisinungusne
Fanandsfeaudarnumnevesfosslunuanamneiialy msfumanumanelaeiialy

wilauiunannisiniuaumged Literal Rule wazusinglumiddnauvesmagsanly

anssousniluaf Caminetti v. United States (1917) " 1fusu
nANN15AAUAIUUNTIUNTBANANE (Expressio unius est exclusio alterius
undiyafRngrnefifinmstydftonvdeduams Bldfanumuanumngvesde o
e ldayaRly
vanauaeaedauazidesleslunisiining (Eusdem generis) Wundnnisfinany
sluFindnundrsduudrinmsiinnungunedesiicuaeendes wasdeslssiuiatu
vdnauaeandasiudusuresingranslunsianiy (Noscitur a coiis) Tunsdif
msfimudesdlungrnslafinnrudinauvishitaau Tidanudeslungmng
mﬂmﬂumuawaamﬂamﬂuwummmiumuau 9 VBINGUUY
vdnauaeandasiunnraedu (n pari materia) lunsdiiinsfaudessily
nguuiglaiinainuiiniunseladdanu n1sanudesarlunguuiedanaialadaiig
donndastungrneatuduifieulndidesty Bideulstunsfiamungrnelaonis
Feudesunngrnefiindifssegdluinm 4 Ussuiangrneunsuagmndsdvasing
udnlwnsal (Reddendo singular singullis) na1IA® N1SAAIIUADINA TN
nanawmansuazliensod

[

NANNLELS

Usinglumd Vera Cruz (1880)" Lﬂumu Immﬂu“ SR UnaNNITRALNY VLI
Tnehludanandrediu
(2) msfaNulagAtfsaszafsy (Substantive)
nsAnulaeAlsieansyddey (Substantive Canon)” Wunuuunuiiimusls
mafnungrneilodaasunuan vioRassudufivesdsay iaiilenevaussitvine
Fedanuetslnegnmils nsfiaalaesildiensedfyenainmswlanumngliunnsig

" Caminetti v. United States, 242 U.S. 470 (1917).
"Seward v. Vera Cruz (1884) 10 App. Cas. 59 (England).
792] BJ Ard. 2010. Interpreting by the Book. The Yale Law Journal, 120, 185, at 193.
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luannanumneunfiieliAnnansdsiuldessaumnan videfinnsanfmwansznuiiena
Aanisnislduazfaunguuneduduni snaunaiunguf] Mischief Rule waz Golden
Rule Tneanszdnety seil

“Charming Betsy” Canon fian1siaunguangazaeslidaudiungmanesening
Uswnﬂ?ﬁwsmgiuﬂﬁ Murray v. The Charming Betsy (1804)" Tuansgewsn Wundnnns
Aanunguangluanizewindsdodingmineseninsszmadudiunisvosngmang
nelulssme

nsfimnuiianndesiudassaududl Aensieungunededainsznunseiiiou
seRAvefasssusuAvesdinudsInglund Holy Trinity Church v. United States
(1892)"

Rule of Lenity nsfiaudosdiiifinalunguuneeigr wienguuneiidiuy
sl fesiinulunadunaundiae

“Indian” Canon ‘%;ﬂL“ﬂuwﬁﬂﬂﬂiﬁﬂ?’lﬂﬂ{]%ﬂﬂ&lﬁdaﬂﬂgﬂu’lEJﬁM%EEJLZJ%ﬂ’]’J"m’Iﬁ
feanunguanedosienaludnuasiiiusmuunemiuilesenssu (Native American)”

(3) msaanulagaylau (Deference)

nsinmlaseylay (Deference Canon) maansausuldvndnnisiusingly
an1tuniessmmendy o Guandliiuismnuamsndondnenandulssrsulasuaynis
LL‘U'QLLEJﬂa"mwmaiéfmawaﬁgﬁﬁmy@% TpeAIarNANTUNNIUTELAURAL 9 LT
nsAnniielaenndeafuuuuftAviendnnisvesesdinsizdu 4 m3fanungunetie
flidavieudaiogsssuyy nsinruilaedliAanausenatn msmnungranefiduna
Dudiu

p1ananliinsinunield Deference Canons Lunisfiaaunguaned
ARnulinudAyiuingUssasuazianunsuaivesnguuneduddgyuansbidiuiann
aamﬁmﬁ’wquﬁ Purposive Approach fIna139198uy

4.2 nMshanungvsnevauszma Civil Law lngtawizuszwmaglsy

dmsunumenisiinnungraneveslseng Cvil Law lnglanzglsuniafiuniy
fAuAaneiulsema Common Law 1agin1sAnNunuungiioAunIAUnIIgn 1y

80Murray v. The Charming Betsy, 6 U.S. (2 Cranch) 64 (1804).

* Church of the Holy Trinity v. United States, 143 U.S. 457 (1892) (Supreme Court of the United
States).

*Chickasaw Nation v. United States, 534m U.S. 84 (2001).

®Viitoria F. Nourse. 2012. A Decision Theory of Statutory Interpretation: Legislative History by
the Rules. The Yale Law Journal. 70, 122.
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55501 N1sinulagddeiaUsyiimansvsonnuisualveangmunensen1siauly
aonndeuiluszuuifnfurengmneriatiu Taeaans19138 Friedrich Carl von Savigny
(el 1779-1861) (Duihngmneiiiisvinasteunaudaifeniumsienungungluglsy
Hueeets Tnsiamelulsummeesuil envaguanseddnyldned

(1) ASAAMUAINAIBNES (Grammatical Interpretation)

NNSAAINANNGIIONYS (Grammatical Interpretation) 1un1sAaaruaIuuan
mweansuazlionsal ludnvaeifeniuiundnnisfiniiuees Common Law aeld
“Textual Canons” wagngud “Literal Rule” fananadnedu wasiduisiaalueosly
anuddgiudidunsn Wesndeoidunnguinefuandiuivesssmvunamadnns
Uszangulme (Democratic Legi‘timation)85

(2) nsfAnnulaeAlstesnUsedRamansnguune (Historical Interpretation)

n1sfinulaeAlafissnuseifaansnguuie (Historical Interpretation) Ine
firrsanandseiAinisdarhngmneiiiedumianunsusivesdsne ™ Bnsiauiguis
anuuzlAgInUAUNg Yy “Mischief Rule” ngud) “Purposive Approach” wagwan
“Deference Canons” 989 Common Law f4na1g196iu

3) nsiarulasaArdsfiearnudenndealussuuvesnguune (Systematic
Interpretation)

nsfiinaulneA1dsfiearudenndosiBussuuvesnguuie (Systematic
Interpretation)”’ @sfinnupdeadetundnides “Gusdem Generis” Fadundnnisialy
Ya9n1sfnungranglusyuungvuie Common Law wagidunannisaina

(@) n1sAnlulagA1leBeAININIenITeTnqUIsAIARKINgRUIY
(Teleological Interpretation)

[

n1sanulaeAlefanuanuienie dngussasanianguuny (Teleological

9
v v 1 a

. 88 a a ° 1%
Interpretatlon) LﬂuﬂqﬁmﬂjquiﬂﬂwLﬂqﬂllflﬂﬁqﬂm 1ﬂLLﬂ NITNANTUIAINUTDAANDIVDY

£

*Eriedrich Carl von Savigny. (1803). Das Recht des Besitzes; Friedrich Carl von Savigny. (1814).
Vom Beruf unserer Zeit fur Gesetzgebung und Rechtswissenschaft. @Umimswﬂu Luis Kutner. 1972. Legal
Philosophers: Savigny: Germany Lawgiver. Marquette Law Review, 55(2), article 5.

“asiam] andsnd. 2553, mslduagmsimnunganeumu. 1nsansgali, 7(4), 53-84, wih 53-54.

*Ernst Freund. 1890. Historical Jurisprudence in Germany. Political Science Quarterly. 5(3), pp.
468-4386.

#"Karl Riesenhuber. 2011. English common law versus German Systemdenken? Internal versus
external approaches. Utrecht Law Review, 7(1), 117.

*Claire M. Germain. 2003. Approaches to Statutory Interpretation and Legislative History in
France. Duke Journal of Comparative and International Law. 13, 195; Jan Wintr and Patrik Kozeluha. 2015.
Teleological Interpretation in Czech Case Law. The Law Quarterly, 5(2), 133-149; #ann15AAMNKUY
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ngvsnenuingUszasd densdiionafisuiAsdldfungud “Golden Rule” Aol
HAnn wamnumnevesdesmlungmneliunnssluananumneyndiiteJosiuna
Usemanafienafintudenanndnediu vhumansansg asasand masm Gonnisianly
Snwapiguid “nisldngumnelasangUvesdosrlidenndosiuingusrasdoingune

(Teteologische)s9
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Teleological Interpretation g3ldfun1sinaungvunevesrmayisssuunisglsy g Nial Fennelly. 1996. Legal
Interpretation at the European Court of Justice. Fordham International Law Journal, 20(3), article 4.

89@ st MAsei. 2553. nslduaznisfirnungruneumaw. 1saseails, 7(4), 53-84, wil 78. 2z
diuldlumadeuuninndides “nmsliuasmsiinnungrnemmnasu” ves viumms1a13d as. asiaet MAsad
l9sudnsnanwanuAnINAINaNN MLy,



