
If you spend any time building agent workflows around entity lookup, one problem keeps resurfacing:

language models are good at talking about things, but much less reliable at identifying the exact thing you

mean. That gap shows up fast when names are shared, when organizations rebrand, when people have

stage names, or when places carry historical and current labels at the same time. A model may sound

confident while pointing at the wrong entity.

That is where a Model Context Protocol server tied to structured knowledge becomes useful. In this case,

the relevant project is the open source “Wikidata + Google Knowledge Graph MCP,” published as

revanalex/wikidata-google-knowledge-mcp and licensed under MIT. Its purpose is focused and practical: let

an agent search Wikidata, read selected facts, and link local records to Wikidata QIDs while exposing

evidence and uncertainty rather than hiding it behind smooth prose.

That framing matters more than the feature list. Plenty of tooling can fetch data. Much less tooling is honest

about ambiguity, constrained enough to be usable inside an agent loop, and explicit about what counts as

evidence. When you connect something like this to Claude Code, Cursor, or Codex, you are not just adding

another retrieval source. You are adding a controlled way for the model to ask, “Which entity is this, what

supports that identification, and where should I stop pretending certainty exists?”

What this MCP server is actually for

The simplest way to think about it is as a bridge between an MCP client and two knowledge sources with

very different roles. Wikidata is the primary source, and it does not require an account or API key for this use

case. Google Knowledge Graph Search API support is optional. The server is read only, it does not edit

Wikidata or Google, and it is not official software from Wikimedia or Google. It also does not claim to be an

export of Google’s knowledge graph.

That restraint is refreshing. In practice, it means you can use the tool for search, inspection, and resolution

work without confusing it for a synchronization layer or a writeback system. If your team needs to enrich

records, support research workflows, or help an assistant verify entities before drafting content, this

boundary is healthy. The model can look things up, compare candidates, and return inspectable facts. It

cannot silently mutate your source systems.

The phrase “MCP for Wikidata” can mean a few different things now, because Wikidata’s own ecosystem

also documents a Wikidata MCP that gives LLMs a standardized way to explore and query Wikidata

programmatically through the Wikidata API and Query Service. This particular project sits in that broader

category, but it has a specific personality. It is centered on bounded search, deterministic resolution

outcomes, and optional provider concordance with Google identifiers. If your goal is operational entity

resolution inside developer tools, those choices are not cosmetic. They shape how usable the server feels

under pressure.

Why bounded search is more important than it sounds

One design choice stands out immediately: by default, the server returns three candidates, and it caps

results at five rather than dumping a long raw list. That might seem limiting until you have watched an agent

derail itself with twenty loosely related entities and a rising level of invented confidence.

Bounded search is one of those decisions that looks conservative on paper and feels smart in production.

When an MCP client exposes a search tool to a coding agent, the model tends to overconsume whatever



comes back. If the result set is too wide, the model starts rationalizing weak matches, especially when the

user’s prompt contains partial or noisy information. Keeping the candidate set tight encourages the agent to

inspect evidence instead of grazing endlessly.

I have seen this pattern in adjacent workflows often enough to distrust large result lists. A human researcher

can scan ten or twenty candidates and notice subtle distinctions. A model often cannot. Three to five

candidates forces a cleaner interaction. Either there is a likely match, or there is not. That is a much better

basis for downstream actions like linking a record to a QID or drafting a summary around selected facts.

This is also where the awkward but relevant keyword phrase, “MCP for google knowledge graph and

wikidata,” starts to make practical sense. The utility is not in blending two giant knowledge systems into one

vague source of truth. The utility is in giving the model a narrow, inspectable workflow that can search,

compare, and stop when certainty runs out.

The tools that matter inside an MCP client

The documented MCP tools are straightforward: kg_search, kg_entity, kg_related, kg_resolve, and

kg_status. The names are clear enough that most developers can infer the intended workflow without much

ceremony.

kg_search is the front door. It lets the agent look for candidates in a constrained way. kg_entity is where

things get more concrete, because the server can retrieve selected facts, and on request include ranks,

qualifiers, and references. That combination is especially valuable when a single statement is not enough.

Dates may need context. Office holders may need qualifiers. Multiple claims may exist with different ranks. A

flat fact dump without that metadata can mislead more than it helps.

kg_related rounds out exploration when the model needs nearby entities rather than a single target. Then

kg_resolve handles the task that usually causes the most trouble in agent systems: turning a local record

into a defensible Wikidata match. kg_status gives operational visibility, which is less glamorous but often

what saves time when a client appears connected yet behaves strangely.

The CLI extends that story with batch and evidence export commands. Even if your day to day work

happens in Claude Code, Cursor, or Codex, batch processing matters. Many teams do not just want one

good lookup. They want to run a file of local entities through the same logic, inspect the outputs, and

separate clean auto matches from records that deserve human review.

Claude Code, Cursor, and Codex each benefit in slightly different ways

All three environments can act as MCP clients, but they tend to encourage different habits.

Claude Code is a natural fit when the workflow is investigative. A developer can ask the model to search for

an entity, inspect selected facts, cross check candidates, and narrate uncertainty in a disciplined way.

Because the server is built around explicit evidence and deterministic resolution categories, the interaction

stays grounded. That is valuable in code-adjacent research tasks, migration work, and record linking jobs

where the user cares less about prose and more about whether the model can justify its pick.

Cursor tends to shine when the lookup is embedded in active project work. Imagine maintaining a data

pipeline, enriching a dataset, or building an internal tool that stores Wikidata QIDs for later use. In that

setting, an MCP server like this can support quick verification during implementation, without forcing the

developer to context switch into browser tabs and manual API calls. The result is not “magic knowledge.” It is

a tighter loop between coding and validation.



Codex, depending on how you use it, can benefit from the same structure for code generation and task

automation. The important point is not the brand of client. It is that the MCP server gives the model a

disciplined interface to ask factual, entity-centered questions. Without that, many coding assistants either

guess or rely on vague web-style retrieval patterns that are poor at identity resolution.

If you have ever asked an assistant to connect a local artist record, company record, or place name to a

structured identifier, you know how quickly these distinctions matter. The difference between “close

enough” and “actually the right entity” is not academic when those identifiers feed search, analytics, or

downstream user interfaces.

Resolution outcomes are where trust is won or lost

The project’s deterministic resolution logic uses explicit outcomes: AUTO_MATCH, HOLD, AMBIGUOUS, and

NO_CANDIDATE. That is a strong design decision.

Too many resolution systems pretend that every input deserves a yes or no answer. Real data does not

cooperate. You often have partial names, missing dates, inconsistent casing, local aliases, or records

imported from old systems with almost no context. In those cases, ambiguity is not an exception. It is the

normal state.

Giving the model an explicit HOLD or AMBIGUOUS outcome changes the behavior of the whole workflow. It

creates a path for honesty. If the evidence is insufficient, the system can say so without collapsing into

silence or false certainty. NO_CANDIDATE is equally useful because it prevents a bad habit I see often in

automated pipelines, namely forcing the nearest available entity into place just because something vaguely

similar exists.

These outcomes also help humans review machine work faster. An analyst can treat AUTO_MATCH as a

higher confidence bucket, inspect HOLD items for missing context, and route AMBIGUOUS cases to deeper

review. That is better than reading a confidence score in isolation. A score can look scientific while hiding a

flimsy rationale. A named outcome with inspectable evidence is easier to work with.

Evidence is not a nice to have

The server’s support for selected fact retrieval, including ranks, qualifiers, and references on request,

deserves more attention than it usually gets. In entity work, the hardest problems rarely come from not

having enough text. They come from not knowing which statement applies in which context.

Take a public figure with multiple roles over time, or a place with changing administrative status. A bare

statement may be technically true and still wrong https://pypi.org/project/wikidata-google-knowledge-mcp/

for the task at hand. Qualifiers and ranks are what keep the model from flattening everything into a single

timeless blob. References do not magically guarantee correctness, but they make the chain of reasoning

inspectable.

This is one reason I prefer structured retrieval over freeform summaries when accuracy matters. A language

model can summarize selected facts later. It should not invent the fact selection process itself when the task

is matching or verification.

For that same reason, the project’s emphasis on explicit uncertainty is not just a safety feature. It is a

usability feature. When evidence is insufficient, saying so early saves time. Anyone who has cleaned a linked

data set knows the real cost is not the missed match. It is the wrong match that quietly survives for months.

https://pypi.org/project/wikidata-google-knowledge-mcp/


Where Google Knowledge Graph fits, and where it does not

The Google side is optional, which is exactly how it should be treated. The project documents an exact ID

cross check using /m/ joins for Wikidata property P646 and /g/ joins for property P2671. That is specific, and

it matters because specificity is the difference between a useful concordance check and hand-wavy

“agreement.”

Just as important, the documentation treats agreement between Google and Wikidata as provider

concordance, not proof of identity. That is the right level of caution. If both systems point in the same

direction through exact identifier joins, that is useful supporting evidence. It is not metaphysical certainty.

Data providers can share mistakes, inherit stale mappings, or represent edge cases differently.

This is the sensible reading of “MCP for google knowledge graph.” It is not a promise of omniscience or a

hidden master graph. It is an optional cross check that can strengthen confidence when exact identifiers line

up. If they do not, the workflow should remain grounded in what Wikidata and the resolver can justify.

The paired phrase “MCP for google knowledge graph and wikidata” sometimes attracts people looking for

broader web knowledge. I would frame it more narrowly. This server is best when you care about identifiable

entities, selected facts, and explicit evidence. If you need open-ended topical research, you probably want

other tools alongside it. If you need a disciplined way to connect records to QIDs and inspect why, this is

much closer to the mark.

A practical workflow that tends to work well

When teams first connect this server to an MCP client, they often overcomplicate the prompt strategy. They

try to tell the model exactly how to reason through every possible candidate. In my experience, simpler is

better so long as the tool boundaries are good.

A workable pattern usually looks like this:

1. Search for a small set of candidates using the local record name and any disambiguating context.

2. Retrieve selected facts for the strongest candidates, including qualifiers or references when the

distinction is likely to hinge on time, role, or place.

3. Resolve to a QID only when the evidence supports AUTO_MATCH, otherwise preserve HOLD,

AMBIGUOUS, or NO_CANDIDATE.

4. If Google cross check is configured, treat exact ID concordance as supporting evidence rather than final

proof.

That sounds basic, but most of the value comes from resisting the urge to do more. Developers often

assume the model should synthesize broad surrounding context before choosing. For entity resolution, that

can make things worse. A narrower loop keeps the model attached to inspectable facts.

One useful habit is to ask the client to surface not just the chosen entity but the losing candidates and the

reason they lost. Even a short rationale can expose whether the model relied on the right distinctions. If a

company was selected over a person with the same name because the local record mentioned an

incorporation year, that is a defensible chain. If the distinction was based on vague popularity or narrative

coherence, you should not trust it.

What can go wrong, even with a careful design



No tool removes the need for judgment. This server reduces a particular class of failure, but it does not

eliminate hard cases.

Ambiguous names remain ambiguous if the source record is poor. Missing dates, transliterated names, and

local abbreviations still complicate search. Bounded candidate sets are a strength, but they also mean you

need to accept that some records will stop early instead of bubbling every possible fringe match to the top.

That is usually the right trade, though users accustomed to “more results” may need to recalibrate.

The optional Google cross check can also be misunderstood. People sometimes overvalue agreement

between providers because two sources feel inherently stronger than one. Yet provider concordance is not

the same thing as independent proof. The documentation is careful here, and users should be too.

Another edge case involves fact interpretation. Selected facts with qualifiers and ranks are richer than plain

text, but they also require the client or user to read carefully. If someone treats every returned statement as

equally current or equally relevant, they can still make bad decisions. Structure helps, but it does not

substitute for attention.

Finally, there is the human tendency to treat deterministic outcomes as infallible. AUTO_MATCH is a

meaningful category, not a metaphysical guarantee. The strength of the system is that it exposes why it

arrived there and gives you other categories when certainty is not justified.

When to use this instead of a broader Wikidata interface

There is a place for general purpose Wikidata querying, especially when analysts need exploratory access to

the API or the Query Service. The broader Wikidata MCP context supports that kind of work. But a broad

interface can be a poor fit for coding assistants when the task is narrow and operational.

This project appears better suited when the problem is “identify and inspect” rather than “explore the graph

indefinitely.” The tool names, bounded search behavior, and explicit resolution categories all support that

narrower use case. That makes it attractive in developer environments where the model needs rails, not

endless optionality.

If your team is using Claude Code, Cursor, or Codex as part of actual production work, that distinction

matters. Generality often looks powerful during demos. Focus is what tends to survive contact with messy

records and impatient users.

The quiet value of read only design

One of the least flashy details is also one of the most useful: the server is read only and does not edit

Wikidata, Google, or user data. When you plug tools into coding assistants, every extra side effect raises the

risk profile. A lookup system that can read, compare, and export evidence without modifying external

systems is easier to approve and easier to reason about.

That does not make it trivial to deploy in every environment, but it narrows the blast radius. For many

organizations, especially those experimenting with MCP in internal workflows, read only infrastructure is the

difference between “we can try this now” and “come back after a security review that takes three quarters.”

It also pushes good habits upstream. Because the server cannot patch your local records automatically, you

are more likely to design a proper review path for ambiguous matches and a clear storage strategy for

accepted QIDs.



Why this feels different from generic retrieval

A lot of teams are still trying to solve entity resolution with generic search, scraped snippets, or broad web

retrieval. That approach can work for rough research, but it breaks down when your output is supposed to

become a durable identifier.

What makes this server more credible is not that it knows more. It is that it constrains the interaction around

identifiable entities, selected facts, explicit evidence, bounded search, and named resolution outcomes.

Those are the right ingredients for linking records inside an MCP workflow.

Seen through that lens, “MCP for wikidata” is not merely a connectivity story. It is a workflow story. The

value comes from how the model is allowed to ask questions and how the server is allowed to answer them.

Claude Code, Cursor, and Codex can all benefit from that, because all three are better when they have a

disciplined path to structured facts instead of an invitation to improvise.

If you work with local records, internal catalogs, research datasets, or any system that needs stable entity

references, this project is worth attention for exactly that reason. It does not promise more than it should. It

gives agents a practical way to search Wikidata, inspect facts, and resolve records with evidence and

explicit uncertainty. In this corner of the stack, that restraint is not a limitation. It is the feature.


