
THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE MURDER FROM THE PROSECUTOR 

GENERAL’S CLOSING ARGUMENTS AT THE APPEAL TRIAL IN FLORENCE 

In truth the important point is indeed the one concerning the reason why [the murder was 

perpetrated], which leads us to the need that if we have to ask ourselves this question, we 

certainly have to ask it ourselves in a way [which is] compliant to the documents, that is to say 

that we cannot argue about a –so to speak- abstract reason, once more built around hypotheses, 

fantasies, upon elements having, from an evidentiary point of view, no confirmation in the 

documents, this is to say that there is no element that there can have been something clumsily 

shared which –so to speak- subsequently degenerated. Nothing points to this, while everything 

leads us to a different situation, which is exactly that of a rather treasonus [“proditoria”] 

aggression engendering this situation. And hence the question has to be asked wondering why 

this situation of total antithesis could arise and why things came to this imbalance so that at a 

certain point Meredith Kercher somehow found herself in this solitary situation, suffering the 

overwhelming weight of this violence. Because there is no doubt that there is, that there exists 

also the sexual circumstance, which we however deduce from what? From this disrobing which 

gets a contribution from this small knife [the knife is used to force the disrobing] but which then 

results in an undressing and in a bare hand penetration that we acknowledge being the aggression 

by Rudy Guede. This element exists, it’s clearly present, sure. But, considering also the very 

high level of reaction the victim surely had, this element is however overshadowed by the 

quantum of violence that had to be perpetrated to reach this mediocre outcome. So when we say 

“sexual violence” we know very well that we have to … let us say … we have to –how to say- 

give a percentage… I mean, violence can be even just a simple threat, can’t it? So, should we 

wish to give a percentage to this violence, let us say it this way, most of the times we find that to 

a certain percentage [level] of violence corresponds a much wider sexual outcome. Here it is not 

so, here we have this undressing done in this savage way and then we have this jumping on this 

girl, clearly with weapons at hand and this produces that violent outcome, which, if you allow 

me, is really secondary, gentlemen, because there is no other signal than this Rudy’s finger 

awkwardly introduced in this vagina. And amid all that I have to listen –how to say- to 

considerations about internal lacerations in a context in which this poor creature wiggled one 

cannot imagine how much in the moment when the penetration happened. And hence there is no 

doubt that here the moment of violence [not the sexual violence but the killing aggression] is 

surely overwhelming. Therefore also from this point of view the story has nothing to do with 

something which can be borne from who knows what impulse. It is maybe a situation of contrast 

which evidently, let us say, creates the conditions so that a clash ensues where Meredith is surely 

alone against the opponents.  

But why a clash of this type, that is why three against one, this is the question one has to ask, at 

this point, isn’t it? To satisfy Rudy Guede’s sexual urge to be, let’s say, how can I say, coherent 

with this thing [the sexual impulse theory]? Or maybe there is a context to which an incident of 

this kind has somewhat to be connected to give it a sense. Because things must have a sense. 



Crimes, especially the most serious ones, gentlemen, must have a minimum of foundation, also a 

basic meaning; I cannot [simply] concoct scenarios which [may] seem striking but which are 

without connection [with evidence] simply because I do not reason about the meaning of things.  

Let us consider that when I have this cutlery at my disposal, that I use in the way we have seen, 

that is I begin to use it to undress the girl and then that little knife with good probability, but in 

my opinion with certainty, is used also to do the more of the fine mess [best attempt to translate 

“quegli altri servizi” in this context] on the girl’s body, then certainly conditions are created so 

that the girl wiggles, screams and so we already are in a phase where the deployed criminal 

quantum is already particularly sizeable, that is to say that we are not talking about something 

coming out of the blue.  

If one reckons about an undressing which progresses into a penetration, perhaps to arrive there 

some time was needed, I mean that the dynamics [of the aggression] is such that a crime takes 

shape, even just a sexual violence aggravated by the presence of a weapon, a crime of abduction, 

a situation is created such that even if I do not know the Penal Code, maybe in this hypothesis I 

know the American one, and so, I mean, I am rather, how can I say…worried and rightly so. But 

besides this aspect, which may be rather accessory, the sure element is that a condition has 

already been created so that an offense of extraordinary proportions takes place; therefore the 

malice [“dolo”] which afterwards leads to murder necessarily has this growth, I mean, it is not 

that they stab the one they want to get rid of because I [sic, meaning “they”] “had the will to kill 

her since the beginning”. No! Absolutely not. That’s why, when I will come to the conclusion, I 

will ask you not to consider the existence of the so called trivial reasons,  because [here we have] 

anything but trivial reasons, here the reasons are, we can say, the opposite of futility, in the sense 

that so much has already been done that you can imagine this situation, in which this [girl] is 

restrained as if she were an animal exactly to prevent her from screaming, because otherwise one 

cannot understand why grabbing the throat and even the mouth; the throat can be, how to say, a 

collateral fact, but the mouth, why have I to cause to you internal lesions and down here? Clearly 

because I do not want you to scream. And then in this situation a scream breaks out, but this is 

not a scream having to break out because Capezzali hears it, and then maybe you send the 

American to make all the tests [maybe a reference to Paul Ciolino?]. No, it breaks out because it 

is reasonable that it breaks out in such a context, otherwise why do I keep your mouth shut? 

Because I am afraid you may scream and I do not want you to scream. So, in that context, 

certainly  the harrowing scream that breaks the windows’ glass and the evening is the point of no 

return, the moment when the situation evidently must be resolved, in the sense that, with a 

reaction which is almost … I cannot say instinctive because malice [“dolo”] has not this … it 

does not allow us to differentiate between instinct and something else, but however in an 

absolutely reactive way one gets rid of whom has to be silenced, of whom must not …  of whom 

must not utter a second scream. And hence clearly one gets also rid of someone who, already at 

this point, has become an offended party in events of unusual seriousness. It happens very often, 

this is not the first time that out of a situation of this kind a murder is born, as a project to get rid 



of the person against whom serious offenses have already been perpetrated. On what happened 

before the final stabbing charges can be brought for sentences up to ten years. Guede took 

sixteen years with the shortened proceeding, so we are not talking about stealing a bike from the 

rack at the train station or about a massacre. No, we are talking about rather close things, even 

from the point of view of the outcome, do you understand? And so this progression, once the 

knife is there [has been drawn] is rather rationally understandable from a strictly criminological 

point of view, do you understand? And therefore it then comes the moment when, evidently, the 

will of getting rid of the person who already knows something that has much offended her takes 

shape. 

So, this is the reasoning … why did I make this reasoning about malice now as a premise to the 

final, conclusive argument? Because the question about the reason therefore, from this point of 

view, has less implications [sic], in the sense that evidently one relates to a situation which has to 

be explained from the point of view of why one sees fit to fully unleash one’s own wish of doing 

harm to this little girl, what the motivation may be, if there is a motivation, of course. 

But I think that if we consider the element as a reactive element with respect to a situation which 

certainly saw the story going somehow out of the limits of manageability, the thing is less 

complicated, much less so. On the other hand, even if we should have to look at the story 

according to the paradoxical hypothesis of Rudy the acrobatic thief, who all alone cause this 

whole mess, we would nevertheless have to point out a motive, not to mention that we should 

then also be able to put all that cutlery [multiple knives] in the hands of a single person. 

And so also from this point of view an in-depth analysis is necessary. And what is the premise of 

this analysis? The premise is that surely that evening Meredith Kercher was … we say something 

which will be soon clear and which will be even more clarified by the Civil Parties, Meredith 

Kercher was surely sober, waiting to go to have her evening nap [sic], she had had a cup of tea 

with her friends [sic], so somehow an ”intermediate” day with respect to a partying evening [the 

night before, Halloween] with its effects [of the “intermediate” day] projecting themselves on the 

evening in question. So Meredith had not … let’s say that her physical state, as certified by the 

post mortem, does not allow any supposition, I mean, she was not drunk, high or whatever. She 

was used to water the plants of her boyfriend, however, let us say, in that particular occasion 

nothing of all that was present [smoke, drugs, alcohol]. Not that watering the plants means 

maybe also –how can I say- taking [the drug, pot], however let us put this down firmly … surely 

not that evening. 

On the other hand we know, as the defendants themselves admit, that they had taken this light 

drug [marijuana]. They say it, and therefore evidently this element must be kept present, because 

one cannot attribute a character of normality to taking hashish or marijuana, this drug of smile 

that somehow has however the effect of reducing inhibitions, of making people more relaxed, 

hasn’t it? We cannot say “young people do that”. No, here we are talking about a crime [the 

murder] so clearly the implications of the joint, maybe joints or whatever, have to be considered.  



So this element, that has been introduced also by Sollecito himself and also confirmed by Knox, 

certainly somehow contributes to put her [Meredith] in a different position with respect to them 

[Knox and Sollecito]. Here you are, it is in this situation that we have Rudy’s presence. Now, we 

do not know if Rudy turned up later or entered the house along with the other two, moving from 

where they were [before]. I am reasoning on the premise that things went the way I am trying to 

tell you since yesterday morning at 10 am, so, let’s say, at this point I am building the working 

hypothesis according to what I believe I have demonstrated. So there is a Rudy who is surely 

there and certainly we cannot with the faintest reason imagine that Rudy was there with Meredith 

since before, can we? Because should we think this, then we should think that Rudy is right 

when he depicts the absolutely lunar situation of an access to the house with the agreement of 

this little girl [sic][Meredith], an event which by the way finishes with his going to the bathroom, 

following which he spots the murderer and observes Knox’s presence and also the presence of a 

guy he describes with physical coordinates attributable to Sollecito. Since this is a thing that 

appeared not [just] unlikely, I would say worse than unlikely, to all the judges who dealt with 

Guede, clearly Guede was not present [before the arrival of Knox and Sollecito]. Therefore 

Guede turned up, or however he came, he turned up with them [Knox and Sollecito].  

Now, what is telling us that there were the conditions so that he could in some way have access? 

This element is given to us by the fact that he was not an unknown from the point of view of 

whom he is [sic], because he was one in a small group of Ivorians, or colored people in any case 

[sic], very dynamic people, clearly also fast, who usually played basket at the neighboring square 

[Piazza Grimana],  indeed with those who were living at the apartment downstairs [of the cottage 

at 7 Via della Pergola] – this is well remembered by a friend of the boys from Marche [the boys 

downstairs] even if he was not living there – so there was a presence of Rudy that somehow was 

already taken [for granted?] …already considered, wasn’t it? There was a presence of Rudy 

because he had already been at the apartment downstairs to watch a car race and he had also 

focused … he confided that he had seen the two girls, he had shown a certain interest for Knox, 

while he hadn’t named Meredith [maybe because her boyfriend Silenzi was also present?]. This 

is the truth said by a witness. So Guede was not a person alien to this contest, in a situation of 

this kind forget about him being the one who climbs a window [sic] to go to steal in that house. 

Rudy is this person and certainly he is –how can I say- a bit pesky with girls, that has been 

ascertained but more than anything else, for what is of interest to us, he is someone who at that 

time of the day is not exactly sober, who, in this specific circumstance repeated a situation he 

had already brought about. What I mean is that, in a situation a witness places the week before, 

hence shortly before the event [object of this trial], Guede was in the apartment downstairs and 

he went to the bathroom and in that occasion he made a lot of noise since, being a bit full of 

alcohol and various stuffs, not that someone examined him, but however [the witness says] he 

was rather high, so much so that he left his faeces, let us say … he came out of the bathroom and 

did not flush … he fell asleep there [on the WC] and so he did not even flush.  



So this presence a bit incongruous of Rudy in the bathrooms of other people was already, how 

can I say, known to people and then, oddly enough, we find, as a sort of umbilical cord of the 

crime happened at the girls’ flat, once more an improper use of the toilet by Rudy Guede [on the 

night of the murder] because those excrements left there were not left there because of a project 

of leaving them there to say “I leave them there to…”. Certainly they are left there because of an 

absolutely disgusting and incongruous habit that he surely had, since there is no doubt that if we 

later find them the day after almost upon reminder of Knox who prompts Sollecito to report that 

circumstance, it is because in that moment there is an interest to confirm the presence of a 

stranger at the crime scene and therefore this use of the toilet made by a stranger has this role. 

But it is not that this [event] comes out because [someone] says “look Rudy, before running 

away go to the bathroom [and take a shit] that way” … No. It is evident it is not so, isn’t it? It is 

not that the use of the toilet comes from a need for evidence by someone who sent him there [in 

the toilet]. The use of the bathroom is clearly the manifestation of a rather rude and bad-

mannered behavior out of an uncontrollable urge which evidently comes before everything else 

in the moment when this situation takes place.  And this is not trivial, in my opinion, because 

have we to surmise that if Rudy after having done this … must we think he was sober, that he 

was perfectly mastering himself? Judging from what he did after, and for what concerns him we 

know for sure what he did afterwards, surely not. Therefore this improper use of the toilet in the 

way we have seen matches perfectly with the upcoming events and so we say that, if we must 

consider the presence of people who in some way, on a causal plane, have to get connected to 

this situation, it is easy to imagine that Meredith Kercher, prudish by religion [sic] – but this does 

not matter much, other things are instead important - may have a naturally reactive attitude when 

faced with an encroachment on her territory of these proportions and it is then easy that she 

probably links together with this situation also those who, having taken drugs, albeit light ones, 

evidently may give a support to that behavior [Guede’s behavior in the bathroom], if one looks to 

what comes after. And hence this can be a circumstance that can unleash a conflict.  

But this is not all, you see, not yet, since this aspect does not have an extemporary genesis 

because, if it were so, at a certain point one could reason in the sense that “ok, it happened” and 

then object “it is strange that out of the blue, in a context where these things had their absolute 

coherence, a situation like that could evolve”. One could object “certainly Guede did the thing 

(the shit [sic]) before, today it does it again, this was unleashed”. But why this solidarity? Why 

this situation, if not evidently because those present have felt themselves being accused. But who 

among those present? Surely not Sollecito, who was almost a stranger in that house, rationally [it 

would instead rational to think to] the roommate. 

Look, it is then not without a meaning an element the proceedings give us in a rather decisive 

way, in the words of Mezzetti first of all: in the house there was a cleaning issue, an issue 

Mezzetti certifies being linked to Knox’s not compliant habits – according to what testified, be it 

true or false, this is the given element. On the other hand these girls were living together since a 

few weeks, so it was evidently an evolving situation. And hence in this sense such a problem 



does not just remain on Mezzetti’s lips. No. This problem had such a substance that we find it 

reported in a different way; that is Mezzetti, with much circumspection, with much caution 

because perhaps she realizes, poor thing [sic], how much this element could be used in an 

important way in this mayhem [sic], points out that “exactly because there were these problems, 

not only a rotation was organized, so that the cleaning [chore rotated] weekly” … or whatever,  

according to what is a rather common pattern in a house inhabited by students. No [not just that]. 

Since there was a problem of this kind a 5 euro fine was decided for those who failed with 

respect to this thing, to this need of keeping the house clean.  

If Mezzetti gives us the tip about the 5 euro [fine], evidently she gives us the indication of a sum 

which must have … let us say, which must be substantial to act as a deterrent, this sum must 

work as a warning which certainly transforms the element of the problem of organizing the 

cleaning also into the pathological element of punishing the skipping of the cleaning and since 

this derives, Mezzetti herself says it, from a problem rightly or wrongly attributed to Knox, you 

can imagine how the presence in the apartment of a guy like Guede, who defecates right in the 

bathroom of fussy Mezzetti, precisely the one who had decided the fine for those who soil the 

house [could have an effect].  

Does it not look like this can be an element that may be a premise to the conflict that then 

perhaps, clearly [sic], needs to be also supported by the fact that Rudy is rather high and that 

clearly the other two judge they have to somehow support him? Here you are, this is the context 

in which, in my opinion, this story unravels, once cleansed from obviously suggestive elements, 

that can be derived from considering inexistent situations, since we clearly, if we have to 

imagine peculiar situation, we have to imagine them with reference to the defendants, with 

reference to whomever, but we must find something aiming at … looking at Meredith’s person 

and find some sharable element [sic].  Since she [Meredith] has to suffer and nothing else, 

[indeed] she suffers violently and shamefully, I have to give plausibility to this suffering in the 

sense of building a project on that … not a project, a hypothesis that may befit.  

Hence I have to find the cause, and in a context of this kind, it is indeed the most natural clash 

the one concerning the only thing that in that moment we [i.e. Knox and Kercher] share: the 

responsibility for house management. 

I would say that although all of this may seem going too far, let us not forget the objective 

element of Sollecito cutting the clasp exists, and so evidently it is a farfetchedness that however 

is  fed by the fact that then the events take this pace [sic]. 

So this progression we were talking about previously, may well have at its start a conflict 

originating in the management of an apartment, a management which evidently causes some 

quarrels. 

I have now to say something. I find in the points of the appeal [written] by the Perugian 

colleagues two specific facts: a behavioral situation [sic] by Sollecito observed by the educators 



of the thing there [sic], of the boarding school, consisting in the viewing by Sollecito  in a 

particular circumstance of a hard core movie, in which there were mating acts between humans 

and animals. Hence this element is used in this context as well as the fact that in the documents 

of the proceedings there is an informational note [informativa] coming from FBI  which informs 

us about an episode concerning Knox – in which, for a situation relative to the farewell party 

before coming to Italy, conditions ensued such that, besides the details we may not know, led to 

a fine, that, if I understood it correctly, but her lawyers will explain it better, is anyway 

something which can bring you in front of a Court; hence an episode that clearly has its meaning 

from the point of view of personality. So these evaluations about the personalities [of the 

defendants] give some room to evaluate the leading actors of this story. 

And then there is this relationship, this different subjective condition, with on one side a person 

who is simply waiting to go to sleep [and who] hence may have a moment of noticeable 

weakness [exhaustion] when she sees a guy entering the house and, perhaps leaving the door 

open, who does what he has to do [defecate], who fills the house with stink and perhaps she 

worries about why this had to happen and who will be held responsible for this fact. So, let’s say, 

she is certainly in a more relaxed [? sic] status than the two defendants who have stated they had 

smoked light drugs.  

We conclude this argument with a look to Guede and his statements: certainly the use that can be 

done of them is almost none, since the Court of Cassation correctly pointed out that Guede is not 

unreliable about what he said when he was called in front of the Court [the Court of Appeal of 

Perugia], making reference to a letter in which he attributed the responsibility of these events to 

the defendants [Knox and Sollecito] or however revealed their presence. One cannot say that [his 

statements] are made unreliable by the fact that Rudy Guede did not reply to questions, since – 

so says the Court of Cassation – he did not answer when he had the right to do so. So I cannot 

transform a defendant’s right in a prejudice to his reliability when he reports about different 

matters, upon which he has to answer, as the presence of this letter. However the fact is that, 

letter or no letter, surely Guede’s reliability is that which comes from the absolutely unbelievable 

things he says about his relationship with the victim, and on that point any argument about his 

reliability collapses. 

He too, you see, realizes somehow the risk of this passing by the bathroom, that is, he gives the 

perception that this is a substantial point, since he even makes his alibi out of it. And this is 

“typical”. Just an observation: those who have some experience with murders, know well that a 

word by the defendant, by the accomplice, even if it is an unreliable word, for the reasons said 

before, can however contain something useful. In the sense of a differentiated utilization of his 

statements, but, however, even without going that far, in that possibility that jurisprudence gives 

us, let us say that in general there can be some statement about the context that nay have its 

interest. And indeed I have to say that Rudy Guede, when he reports that conversation [the 

alleged conversation or quarrel between Knox and Kercher on the night of the murder] he may 

have information coming from what he gathered from the news while in Germany. But it is 



rather unlikely that such information went so far as to create that statement of context about the 

quarrel between the girls, a quarrel he puts as the foundation of this thing [the crime].  

Certainly, it may have some reliability, there is no doubt it is a fully plausible contextual 

statement. 

One could object “clearly he wants to represent the murder in such a way as to put her [Knox] in 

the story [to frame her]” … but, in any case, the quarrel is connected to the fact that she smoked 

too much, so evidently she smoked too much, maybe this was also smelly, and so, perhaps this 

issue of smoking too much somehow may also be connected to the insufficient tidiness of the 

house. 

And then … for a money issue. Now he clearly, as a petty thief, presents the problem of money 

as if Knox had stolen it to Meredith. About that there is no evidence, even if there was some 

money that Meredith had indeed prepared, since she had to pay the rent, and she, being 

scrupulous, had already thought to it, she already had the sum ready for November 5. Then … 

when she [Meredith] says that to Mezzetti, Knox is there. But there is no specific evidence about 

this sum really being missing. However it remains the element that a problem of money indeed, 

somehow, is connected to the fact that cleanings had this implication, because it was –how to 

say- so much problematic to manage the cleanings at the apartment, that not only a rotation of 

the task had been decided, a week to you, to you … No [not just that]. It was decided “those who 

do not respect this thing, who soil the house, will pay five euro”. 

So evidently … let us forget about that [sic], we were unable to establish who was in charge, that 

week, of the housekeeping, if maybe it was Meredith, who hence says “what? I’ll have to pay … 

I’ll have to clean, I risk that five euro fine because of this fact” … We do not know. But there is 

a fact: the management of the apartment had shifted from the absolutely natural plane of 

assigning the tasks to the pathological plane of having to handle the problem of insufficient 

cleaning that Mezzetti, the one whose bathroom was soiled by Guede, attributes to Knox’s 

defaults. 

I think this part, which may be the final part of the discussion, certainly answers with contents of 

enough evidentiary value the question how could a thing [an event] of that kind happen, 

obviously in the perspective of having to wonder not about why this poor kid was murdered as if 

we should think [to it] as to something that was enacted on the basis of a determined strategy, in 

a thought [premeditated] murder context, to who knows what end. No. It is a situation that 

clearly, in a context of people barely knowing each other, who clearly find themselves, in that 

moment they have to live together, so they have to handle this stinking [sic:”puzzolente”] Ivorian 

in the house, certainly [this] may have determined that kind of conflict that can be the foundation, 

that evidently was the foundation, of an initiative of this kind [the murder]. 

We cannot say more, but not because … and we cannot consider this a problem of the trial, 

because evidently, let us say, if we should imagine a different scenario, that surely would be a 



scenario that somehow, albeit marginally, has to imply some sort of consent, of agreement on the 

part of poor Kercher, evidently we would go into a scenario which does not exist in the 

documents of the trial. 

We have – in my opinion, and this will be my conclusion – to judge the responsibilities of those 

who contributed to this story, and the evidence gives this demonstration, from my point of view, 

in the context of a conflict which evolved progressively, unleashed by a specific event that 

originated this whole scenario. The story tells us no more, that is it does not give us elements to 

think that this kid could have had – let us say it that way – some rather peculiar event in her day, 

that somehow she could have been the object of some specific event. This one is the story and 

these elements have to be evaluated in this way in the economy of the trial.  

 


