Meaning of Indecent
Indecent is not defined in any statute but bears its dictionary meaning: unbecoming, highly unsuitable or inappropriate, contrary to the fitness of things, in extremely bad taste, unseemly. (Oxford English Dictionary) 

R v Stanley [1965] 2 QB 327, 333E Lord Parker CJ sitting in the Court of Criminal Appeal with Marshall and Widgery JJ said: 

"This court entirely agrees with what Lord Sands there said. The words "indecent or obscene" convey one idea, namely, offending against the recognised standards of propriety, indecent being at the lower end of the scale and obscene at the upper end of the scale".

In Connolly v Director of Public Prosecutions [2007] EWHC 237 (Admin) (15 February 2007) Lord Justice Dyson said:

Para 9. “In my judgment, the phrase "indecent or grossly offensive" does not bear some special meaning such that communications of a political or educational nature fall outside its ambit. It is quite impossible to extract this limitation from the phrase itself or the context in which it appears in the statute. A person who sends an "indecent or grossly offensive" communication for a political or educational purpose will not be guilty of the offence unless it is proved that his purpose was also to cause distress or anxiety. In other words, the nature of the communication may shed light on the defendant's mens rea. But I do not see how the fact that a communication is political or educational in nature can have any bearing on whether it is indecent or grossly offensive.”

Para 10 "....... The words "grossly offensive" and "indecent" are ordinary English words." 

Knuller v Director of Public Prosecutions [1973] AC 435
“Indecent exhibitions in public have been widely interpreted. Indecency is not confined to sexual indecency; indeed it is difficult to find any limit short of saying that it includes anything which an ordinary decent man or woman would find to be shocking, disgusting and revolting.”

Obscene Publications Act 1959 Section 1 (1) For the purposes of this Act an article shall be deemed to be obscene if its effect or (where the article comprises two or more distinct items) the effect of any one of its items is, if taken as a whole, such as to tend to deprave and corrupt persons who are likely, having regard to all relevant circumstances, to read, see or hear the matter contained or embodied in it.

R v O’Carroll [2003] EWCA Crim 2338 (29 July 2003)
“[11] It is argued that the concept of "indecent" material is too vague to allow a citizen to conduct himself in knowledge of what the law is. This is the argument that was put forward in relation to the word "obscene" in the case of Perrin, R v [2002] EWCA Crim 747 (22nd March, 2002) decided in this court, albeit it was there subsumed into an argument under Article 10. But the result here must be the same. The test is for the jury (established as long ago as 1972 in R v Stanford [1972] 2 QB 391) and it is not necessary for an individual to be able to be sure in advance whether his conduct will be characterised by a jury as a crime. "Indecent" is the same word as was used, for example, in the Post Office Acts and it is to be judged in the same way as revealed by the case of Kosmos Publications Ltd v Director of Public Prosecutions (briefly reported in [1975] Crim LR 345). The quality of indecency was to be determined by looking at the article alleged to be indecent and nothing else. It is an objective test (in the same series of reports R v Straker [1965] Crim LR 239). Hence it was that in the case of R v Dunne 162 JP 399 it was held that where an importer brings in "blue movies" it was no defence to say that until a jury had determined that the articles are "obscene" within section 1(1) of the Obscene Publications Act 1959 it is not possible for the importer to "know" that the articles are "obscene". It would set an impossible test which, save in respect of articles which had been determined in one case being exactly the same in another could not be met. The trial judge's ruling that "this is plainly a matter which does not contravene Article 7" was correct. The single judge's reference to Muller v Switzerland [1991] 13 EHRR 212 is absolutely in point.”

Neal, R. v [2011] EWCA Crim 461 (22 February 2011) The appellant was convicted of possession of indecent photographs of a child, contrary to section 160(1) of the Criminal Justice Act 1988. The trial judge failed to make clear to the jury that they were to apply the recognised objective standard of right-thinking people, not their own subjective view.

Whether the images complained of would be considered indecent according to "recognised standards of propriety" or "the standard of decency which ordinary right-thinking members of the public would set": see R v Stamford [1972] QB 391 and R v Graham-Kerr [1989] 88 Cr App R 302. 

In this case the images were widely available through respectable retail outlets and may in consequence be on the bookshelves of many ordinary members of the community. It would not be in the interests of justice and very unfair for an individual in the position of the appellant to be prosecuted for possession of photographs which are contained in widely available books. If it is wished to test whether the photographs in the books are indecent, the right way of dealing with the matter is by way of prosecution of the publisher or the retailer, not of an individual purchaser.
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