
Anyone who has spent time with Wikidata learns the same lesson sooner or later: the raw value is rarely the

whole fact. A population count without a date is often misleading. A job title without a time span can be flatly

wrong. A statement about a person or organization without any reference trail may still be useful, but it

deserves a different level of trust.

That is exactly where an MCP for Wikidata either proves its value or becomes a thin wrapper around search

results.

The open source project often described as the Wikidata + Google Knowledge Graph MCP takes a careful

path here. It is a read only MCP server and CLI that helps AI agents search Wikidata, retrieve selected facts,

and link local records to Wikidata QIDs with inspectable evidence and explicit uncertainty when the evidence

is not strong enough. It can be used from MCP clients such as Claude Code, Cursor, and Codex. Wikidata

access does not require an account or API key, and a Google Knowledge Graph Search API key is optional

rather than required.

Those broad capabilities matter, but the real test comes when the model needs to answer questions that

depend on statement context. In Wikidata, that context often lives in three places: ranks, qualifiers, and

references. If an MCP layer ignores them, it can produce answers that look crisp while quietly stripping out

the very metadata that tells you whether the claim is current, disputed, scoped, or sourced.

Why these three parts matter more than the value itself

A lot of software integrations treat Wikidata as though every property were a simple key value pair. That

works for a narrow class of facts, such as stable identifiers, but it breaks down quickly for anything temporal,

contested, or nuanced.

Take a familiar case like an office holder, a population figure, or a spouse. Wikidata may store more than one

statement for the same property. Some statements are current, some historical, some deprecated, and many

carry qualifiers that explain when or how the statement applies. References tell you where the claim comes

from, which is essential if you need to inspect evidence instead of trusting a black box.

The Wikidata + Google Knowledge Graph MCP is documented to support selected fact retrieval, including

ranks, qualifiers, and references on request. That phrasing is important. It suggests a deliberate choice not

to flood the client with every possible detail by default, but also not to hide those details when they are

needed for judgment.

That trade off is practical. In real workflows, especially when an LLM is orchestrating retrieval, too much

payload can be as damaging as too little. A bounded, inspectable response tends to be more useful than an

unfiltered dump of entity data.

The shape of the project encourages precision

The project’s overall design gives some clues about why these statement details are treated seriously.

It emphasizes bounded search. By default it returns three candidates, with a maximum of five, instead of

handing back a giant pile of raw results. That may sound like a search design detail, but it affects fact

interpretation too. When your candidate set is small and intentional, you are more likely to inspect the right

entity carefully, including its statement ranks, qualifiers, and references, instead of pretending that top hit

equals truth.



Its resolution logic is also deterministic and uses explicit outcomes such as the following:

1. AUTO_MATCH

2. HOLD

3. AMBIGUOUS

4. NO_CANDIDATE

That terminology says something important about the philosophy of the tool. It does not promise certainty

where certainty is not justified. The same caution naturally extends to statement retrieval. If a fact has

qualifiers that narrow its scope, or references that are missing, or ranks that indicate a non preferred

statement, a well behaved MCP layer should expose that context rather than smoothing it away.

In other words, the project is built for inspectable evidence, not just convenient answers.

What rank means in practice

Wikidata rank is one of those concepts that looks simple until it causes a production error.

At a high level, rank tells you how a statement should be treated relative to other statements on the same

property. If you only read the value and ignore the rank, you can easily select a statement Wikidata MCP

that is outdated or intentionally marked as less suitable. That becomes a serious problem when an agent is

tasked with filling structured fields, generating summaries, or cross checking records.

When the MCP retrieves selected facts with ranks on request, it lets the consuming system see more than

just “this property has value X.” It can also see whether Wikidata presents that statement as preferred,

normal, or deprecated. Even without editorializing beyond the documented capability, that extra field

changes how downstream logic can behave.

A professional workflow often needs rank for at least three reasons.

First, multiple values can coexist legitimately. Historical office terms, previous names, and older

measurements are common examples. Rank helps a client distinguish between “several valid statements

exist” and “one statement is currently favored.”

Second, deprecated information is not always false in the everyday sense. Sometimes it reflects an older

claim, a superseded identifier, or a statement that should no longer drive default answers. If rank is hidden,

systems tend to flatten those distinctions and present stale facts as present facts.

Third, rank gives humans a way to audit what the machine chose. If an agent surfaces a value and also

shows rank, a reviewer can quickly ask whether the selection logic was appropriate. That is much harder if

all statement metadata has been discarded.

I Wikidata MCP property have seen teams spend more time debugging selection logic than retrieval itself.

The issue usually looks trivial at first. Someone asks why two systems disagree on a person’s role or an

organization’s headquarters. The discrepancy turns out not to be a bad query, but a bad assumption that the

first returned value was enough. Rank is often where that assumption fails.

Qualifiers are where the real meaning lives

If rank answers “how should I weigh this statement,” qualifiers often answer “under what conditions is this

statement true.”

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/Wikidata%20MCP
https://wikidata-google-knowledge-mcp-1be269.gitlab.io/remote/


That distinction matters a great deal. A property value can be technically accurate and still unusable without

its qualifiers. Dates, points in time, role periods, geographic scope, and similar details often live in qualifiers

rather than the main value itself.

The MCP’s support for qualifiers on request means an agent is not stuck with a stripped down interpretation

of the statement. It can request the surrounding context and decide whether that context is essential for the

task.

This is especially important when the same property appears multiple times with different scopes. Without

qualifiers, those statements may look redundant or contradictory. With qualifiers included, they often

become cleanly distinguishable.

Imagine a local record linkage task, which this project is designed to support. A local record may mention a

title, an affiliation, or a figure that only makes sense for a particular time range. If the MCP resolves an entity

to a QID and then fetches a selected fact without qualifiers, the system can falsely treat a historical

statement as a current one. If qualifiers are included, the time bounded nature of the claim becomes visible.

There is also a subtler benefit for LLM use. Large models are very good at reading natural language context,

but they are also prone to overconfident simplification. Feeding the model a statement plus its qualifiers

reduces the temptation to compress nuance out of the answer. The model can still make mistakes, of

course, but the retrieval layer has at least preserved the evidence needed for a more careful response.

References change the trust model

References are often treated as optional decoration until a workflow hits a disputed or high stakes field.

The project’s documentation highlights inspectable evidence. That phrase only has substance if references

can be surfaced where available. A statement with references offers a reviewable basis for trust. A

statement without references may still be useful, but it belongs in a different confidence bucket.

That does not mean references magically prove identity or guarantee correctness. The project is quite

explicit about similar limits in another area: when it performs an optional Google cross check using exact id

joins, agreement between Google and Wikidata is treated as provider concordance, not proof of identity.

That same discipline is worth carrying into reference handling. A reference is evidence to inspect, not a

license to stop thinking.

Still, the availability of references in selected fact retrieval changes how teams can use the data. It supports

workflows where a human reviewer needs to verify a sensitive claim before accepting it. It supports evidence

export from the CLI. It also supports clearer uncertainty handling when evidence is thin or absent.

For an MCP for Wikidata, that is a meaningful distinction. Many integrations stop at retrieval. This project

appears designed to support retrieval plus review.

Why “on request” is the right default

Some readers might wonder why a system would not always include ranks, qualifiers, and references by

default. In a perfect vacuum, that sounds appealing. In practice, it can make responses bulky, repetitive, and

harder for both humans and models to process.

The documented approach, selected fact retrieval with these details on request, is sensible for a few

reasons.



The first is payload discipline. If a client only needs a quick property check, pulling every qualifier and

reference may create noise. The second is token economy in MCP driven environments. Agents benefit from

concise retrieval when context metadata is unnecessary. The third is task specificity. Not every property

requires the same depth of inspection.

That said, “on request” places responsibility on the caller. If you are building on top of this MCP for Wikidata,

you need to know when a plain value is enough and when richer statement context is mandatory. That is not

a flaw in the tool. It is part of using Wikidata responsibly.

A good rule from experience is simple: if the fact can vary over time, can appear more than once, or could be

challenged, ask for the surrounding metadata. Ranks, qualifiers, and references are not advanced extras in

those cases. They are part of the fact.

How this fits with entity resolution

One of the more thoughtful aspects of the project is that it does not treat retrieval and resolution as

separate universes. The server can search, inspect entities, identify related records, resolve local records to

Wikidata QIDs, and report status through tools such as kg_search, kg_entity, kg_related, kg_resolve, and

kg_status. The CLI also supports batch work and evidence export.

That broader workflow matters for statement handling.

Entity resolution often fails not because the search candidates are bad, but because the evidence used to

distinguish candidates is too thin. Suppose two entities share a name, and both look plausible. A system that

only compares labels and one or two flat properties may either guess wrong or bounce the case to a human.

A system that can inspect selected facts with qualifiers and references has a better chance of making a

defensible call or, just as importantly, deciding not to make one.

This is where the deterministic outcomes become useful in practice. If evidence is insufficient, a HOLD or

AMBIGUOUS result is healthier than a polished hallucination. Ranks, qualifiers, and references help define

what “sufficient” should mean.

For example, a role title matched on name alone may not be enough for AUTO_MATCH. The same title with

time scoped qualifiers that align to the local record, plus references that can be inspected, gives a much

stronger basis for confidence. The project’s documented commitment to explicit uncertainty fits naturally

with that style of reasoning.

The Google cross check is helpful, but not a substitute

Because the project also supports an optional Google Knowledge Graph Search API cross check, it is

tempting to imagine that provider agreement can settle ambiguous cases. The documentation wisely avoids

that trap.

The exact id joins are clearly specified: /m/ aligns with Wikidata property P646, and /g/ aligns with P2671.

That is a concrete and limited mechanism. It is useful for concordance. It is not framed as proof of identity.

That restraint deserves attention, especially for readers interested in MCP for google knowledge graph and

wikidata. A lot of systems blur together “another source agrees” and “the fact is established.” They are not

the same. Provider agreement can strengthen confidence, but it does not replace statement level context

inside Wikidata itself.



If a claim in Wikidata has multiple statements with different qualifiers or ranks, a Google cross check does

not resolve that internal structure for you. You still need to inspect the statement model. In that sense,

references, qualifiers, and ranks remain primary tools even when external concordance is available.

So if you are evaluating MCP for google knowledge graph in tandem with MCP for wikidata, the right mental

model is layered evidence. Search and cross provider agreement can narrow candidates. Statement

metadata inside Wikidata tells you how to interpret the fact you found.

Where teams usually get tripped up

In practical use, the hardest part is not understanding what ranks, qualifiers, and references are. The

hardest part is deciding when your application must care.

I have seen three recurring mistakes. One is assuming a preferred looking statement can be used without

checking qualifiers. Another is treating unreferenced statements as unusable in every context, which can be

too rigid. The third is assuming all properties deserve equal scrutiny, which creates expensive workflows

with little gain.

The better approach is selective rigor. Some fields are low consequence and stable. Others directly affect

trust, identity, or public presentation. For the latter, richer statement retrieval is worth the extra step.

A simple review lens helps:

1. Ask whether the property can have multiple valid values.

2. Ask whether time or scope changes the meaning.

3. Ask whether someone reviewing the output would reasonably want to inspect evidence.

4. Ask whether a wrong default answer would create visible harm.

5. If any of those are true, request ranks, qualifiers, or references rather than only the bare value.

That is not just a data hygiene habit. It is also a prompt design habit for agentic workflows. If the agent

knows which statement details to pull before it drafts an answer, the overall system becomes calmer and

more defensible.

Why bounded search and rich statements work well together

One detail from the project documentation deserves more credit than it usually gets: bounded search

results. Defaulting to three candidates, with up to five, sounds conservative. It is also exactly what makes

deeper inspection feasible.

Large candidate sets encourage shallow reasoning. Small candidate sets encourage comparison. When the

list is short, an agent or reviewer can inspect a candidate’s selected facts, qualifiers, ranks, and references

without drowning in noise.

This matters especially for MCP clients where the interaction is iterative. You do not want twenty barely

examined candidates. You want a few credible options and enough statement context to decide among

them. That is a better fit for professional linkage and evidence review than broad search alone.

It also aligns with the project’s read only posture. Because the system does not edit Wikidata, Google, or

user data, its value comes from disciplined retrieval and transparent decision support. Surfacing statement

metadata is part of that discipline.



What this means for people building with it

If you are using this server as an MCP for wikidata, the headline is not simply that it can fetch facts. Plenty of

tools can do that in some form. The more interesting point is that it can expose the internal shape of a

Wikidata statement when needed.

That shape is what lets you answer practical questions with professional caution. Is this the current value or

a historical one. Is there a scope condition attached. Is the claim referenced. Are there multiple statements

competing here. Should the system match automatically, hold for review, or stop short because the evidence

is weak.

Those are not academic concerns. They are the difference between an attractive demo and a tool that

survives contact with messy real records.

The broader MCP landscape around Wikidata is expanding, and Wikidata itself documents MCP tooling that

lets LLMs query and explore Wikidata programmatically through standard APIs and the query service. Within

that growing space, this particular project stands out for centering inspectable evidence and explicit

uncertainty. Its handling of ranks, qualifiers, and references fits that philosophy cleanly.

For anyone comparing options for MCP for google knowledge graph and wikidata, that is the practical

takeaway. Search is useful. Resolution outcomes are useful. Optional Google concordance is useful. But

when the fact itself needs interpretation, statement level metadata is where reliable work begins.

A value alone can answer a casual question. A value with rank, qualifiers, and references can support a

decision.


