If you come to a knowledge lookup tool expecting a giant dump of possible matches, the search behavior in

this project may feel restrained at first. That restraint is deliberate.

The open source server often referred to as MCP for google knowledge graph and wikidata is built around
bounded search rather than exhaustive result sets. Its job is not to imitate a consumer search engine. It is
meant to help an agent or developer search Wikidata, inspect selected facts, and resolve local records to

Wikidata QIDs with evidence you can actually review. That changes what “good search” looks like.

The practical headline is simple: by default, it returns 3 candidates, and it can go up to 5. Not 50, not 500,
and not the full universe of fuzzy matches. For anyone building workflows in Claude Code, Cursor, Codex, or
another MCP client, that one design choice shapes almost everything else, from recall and precision to

debugging and user trust.

Why the limit exists in the first place
Large raw result sets look powerful on paper. In practice, they create three recurring problems.

First, they invite false confidence. An agent that receives a long list often behaves as if one of those items
must be right, even when the evidence is thin. Second, long result sets bury the reasons that matter. You
stop looking at why an entity matched and start scanning names. Third, they shift the burden from system
design to human cleanup. Someone still has to review the candidates, untangle the ambiguity, and explain

the decision later.

This project takes the opposite route. It narrows the field aggressively and pairs that with explicit resolution
outcomes such as AUTO_MATCH, HOLD, AMBIGUOUS, and NO_CANDIDATE. That is a sober design. It
assumes that uncertainty is real and that a clean refusal is often better than a noisy maybe.

| have seen this pattern work better in production settings than “search everything and sort it out later.” The
teams that struggle most with entity resolution are usually not short on candidates. They are short on

disciplined stopping rules.

What “bounded search” really means here

The project documentation is unusually clear on this point. Search is bounded by design. The server returns
3 candidates by default and allows up to 5. That means when you use tools like kg_search or resolution logic

built on top of it, you should think in terms of a small shortlist, not an open ended search experience.

That matters because users often import assumptions from web search. They expect page after page of
results, alternate spellings, tangentially related entities, and some amount of lucky discovery. This system is

not built for that. It is built for controlled matching and inspectable evidence.

With MCP for wikidata, the emphasis is not on broad exploration first and validation later. It is on retrieving
a manageable number of plausible candidates and forcing the next step to be evidence review, selected fact

inspection, or a deterministic resolution decision.

The difference sounds subtle until you try to automate anything at scale. Once an agent starts linking

records on your behalf, “manageable” becomes a feature, not a limitation.

The trade off: recall gives way to precision and reviewability



Any hard limit introduces trade offs. The most obvious is recall. If the right entity is obscure, badly labeled,
or buried behind several similarly named items, a top 3 or top 5 cap can miss it. That is the price of bounded

search.

But there is a real gain on the other side. Precision tends to improve when a system is designed to surface
only the strongest candidate set. More important, reviewability improves dramatically. A human can

meaningfully inspect three candidates. Five is still workable. Fifty becomes a scrolling exercise.

That trade off is especially appropriate in a tool whose stated purpose includes linking local records to
Wikidata QIDs with explicit uncertainty when evidence is insufficient. Notice the philosophy embedded in
that sentence. The system is not trying to win every search. It is trying to support defensible matches and

defensible non matches.

For many data operations teams, that is exactly the right posture. A missed match can usually be revisited. A

bad match can contaminate records, dashboards, downstream joins, and trust in the entire pipeline.

What this feels like during actual lookup work

The first time you test a bounded search tool, you may think it is “too strict.” You search for a person, place,
or organization with a common name and only see a few options. If your mental model is search engine

discovery, that can feel sparse.

After a few rounds of real entity resolution, the sparsity starts to feel useful. You stop asking, "Why did it not
give me every possible thing?” and start asking, “Are these few options actually the best ones to inspect?”

That is a healthier question.

In data matching work, there is a crucial difference between searching for information and resolving identity.
Search tolerates breadth. Identity resolution demands discipline. The design of MCP for google knowledge
graph reflects that distinction.

There is also a psychological advantage. A short candidate list discourages overfitting. When people see
dozens of possible hits, they often rationalize a weak match because they want closure. When the system

gives you only a few candidates and still says HOLD or AMBIGUOUS, the uncertainty is harder to ignore.

How the search limit interacts with deterministic outcomes

The bounded search model would be much less useful if the rest of the system were vague. It is not vague.
The resolution logic is described as deterministic and uses explicit outcomes: AUTO_MATCH, HOLD,
AMBIGUOUS, and NO_CANDIDATE.

That is one of the strongest aspects of the design.

A small candidate set without explicit outcomes leaves users guessing. A small candidate set with named
decision states creates operational clarity. If the tool says AUTO_MATCH, you know it found enough
evidence under its rules. If it says AMBIGUOUS, you know the shortlist contains unresolved competition. If it
says NO_CANDIDATE, the bounded search did not produce a viable result. If it says HOLD, the system is

effectively telling you that forcing a match would be sloppy.

This is where search limits become more than a Ul choice. They become part of a decision framework. The
cap on candidates pushes the system toward making or refusing a decision in a controlled way.

That is a very different pattern from returning a long list and saying, in effect, “good luck."



Expect more inspection after search, not more search after search

People often assume that if search is limited, they will need repeated retries with slightly different phrasing.
That may happen in edge cases, but the intended flow here is different. The project supports selected fact
retrieval, including ranks, qualifiers, and references on request. That means the work shifts from breadth to

inspection.

Instead of asking for twenty more name matches, you inspect the few candidates you do have. You look at
the selected facts that matter to your record. If you are dealing with a person, an organization, or another

entity where labels collide, those selected facts become the real evidence surface.

That design choice is easy to underestimate. In many knowledge systems, the result list gets all the
attention while the supporting facts are thin or messy. Here, the shortlist is intentionally tight because the
next step is supposed to be evidence based review.

The practical lesson is this: do not judge the search limit in isolation. Judge it together with the fact retrieval
model. A tool that returns only a few candidates but lets you inspect ranks, qualifiers, and references is

making a serious attempt at quality control.

Where Google Knowledge Graph fits, and where it does not

The Google side of this project is easy to misunderstand if you come in with inflated expectations. The
optional Google Knowledge Graph Search API is not presented as a master truth source, and the project is
explicit that it is not an export of the Google Knowledge Graph. It is also explicit that this is not official
software from Wikimedia or Google.

What the project does support is an optional Google cross check using exact ID joins. Specifically, it
documents /m/ for Wikidata property P646 and /g/ for P2671. That is an important distinction. This is not
broad "Google agrees, therefore the entity is confirmed” logic. The documentation treats agreement

between Google and Wikidata as provider concordance, not proof of identity.

That is the kind of nuance | like to see Wikidata MCP API in matching tools. Concordance is useful. It is not

magical.

If you are using MCP for google knowledge graph and wikidata, the right expectation is that Google can
sometimes reinforce a linkage when exact identifier relationships exist, but it should not override weak
evidence or erase ambiguity. This matters because teams often overread cross provider agreement. Two
providers can align because they share identifiers, because one imported from another source, or because
they converged on the same interpretation. None of that automatically proves the specific local record in

your hand is the same entity.

The edge cases where the limit will feel tight

There are situations where a top 3 or top 5 ceiling can feel constraining. Common names are the obvious
example, but they are not the only one. Sparse records can be worse. A local source that gives you only a

short label and no distinguishing facts leaves even a strong resolver with very little to work from.
The most challenging cases usually have one or more of these traits:

e the local record has a generic or overloaded name

e the useful disambiguating facts are missing


https://wikidata-google-knowledge-mcp-1be269.gitlab.io/

e multiple Wikidata entities are plausible within the same domain
e the expected entity is obscure or newly relevant relative to better known namesakes

e the user expects exploratory search rather than evidence based resolution

These are not flaws in the system so much as reminders that search quality depends on input quality and
task definition. A bounded resolver cannot invent disambiguating evidence. It can only decide whether the

evidence you provided, plus what it can inspect, supports a match.

When people complain that a resolver “missed” something, | often ask what the local record actually
contained. If the answer is just a name string, a miss is not shocking. It may be the correct behavior.

Why fewer candidates can improve agent behavior

One underappreciated benefit of bounded search is how it shapes agent behavior inside MCP clients.
Agents tend to do better when the tool contract is crisp. A shortlist of at most five candidates is crisp. A

giant result blob is not.

With tools such as kg_search, kg_entity, kg_related, kg_resolve, and kg_status, an agent can move through
a narrower and more controlled workflow. Search yields a compact set. Entity inspection retrieves targeted
facts. Resolve produces an explicit state. Status can clarify availability. The tool chain encourages
deliberation rather than improvisation.

That is especially valuable because many LLM driven workflows fail not on one dramatic error, but on a

series of small, confident leaps. Bounded search reduces the size of those leaps.

| would go further and say that the design quietly teaches good habits. It nudges developers away from “ask
for everything” patterns and toward "ask for enough to decide” patterns. Those habits are easier to maintain

in production.

How to adjust your expectations if you are coming from full text search

If your background is in search interfaces, not entity resolution, the easiest way to orient yourself is to

separate discovery from decision. This project is built much closer to decision.
Here is the shift in mindset that helps most:

e expect a shortlist, not a browseable catalog
e expect refusal states, not forced matches
e expect evidence inspection, not name only guessing
e expect optional Google concordance, not Google authority
e expect read only behavior, not edits to Wikidata or user data
That last point is worth stressing. The project is read only. It does not edit Wikidata, Google, or user data.

For governance minded teams, that lowers risk. It also means the tool's value comes from retrieval and

resolution discipline, not from acting back on the source systems.

A note on Wikidata access and operational simplicity

One reason this setup is practical is that Wikidata requires no account or API key for the described use. The

optional Google Knowledge Graph Search API is just that, optional. In plain terms, you can get meaningful



value from the Wikidata side without credential overhead.

That matters during prototyping and internal adoption. When teams evaluate an MCP tool, setup friction
often kills momentum. A read only server that can search Wikidata, retrieve selected facts, and attempt

deterministic resolution without account management is easier to test honestly.

For broader context, Wikidata itself documents an MCP offering that gives LLMs standardized ways to
explore and query Wikidata programmatically through the Wikidata APl and the Wikidata Query Service. This
project sits in that wider ecosystem, but its identity is more specific. It is focused on search, selected fact

inspection, and record to QID resolution, with bounded candidate sets and optional Google concordance.

That specificity is a strength. General tools are useful. Focused tools are often more reliable.

What to watch for when evaluating result quality

The easiest mistake is to judge quality by count. “It only gave me three results” sounds damning until you

ask whether those were the right three to inspect.

A better evaluation method is to look at decision quality over a small batch of real records. Feed the system
records that vary in clarity. Some should be easy, some ambiguous, some intentionally weak. Then observe
whether the outcomes make sense. A good resolver should not merely produce matches. It should decline

weak cases in a way that preserves trust.

When reviewing behavior, | pay attention to three things. First, whether the shortlist contains plausible
candidates. Second, whether the selected facts surface enough evidence to support or reject a match.

Third, whether the explicit outcome category feels disciplined rather than optimistic.

The CLI's batch and evidence export commands are relevant here. They suggest a workflow where you can
review outcomes across multiple records and inspect the evidence behind them. That is where bounded
search becomes operationally useful. Not in a single flashy lookup, but in repeatable, reviewable runs.

When the search limit is exactly what you want

If your use case is linking local records to Wikidata identifiers in a way that can survive scrutiny, the search

limit is not an annoyance. It is part of the safety system.

You want it when a false match would be costly. You want it when an agent is involved and you need
guardrails. You want it when reviewers need to understand why a record was linked or left unresolved. You

want it when “not enough evidence” is an acceptable and even healthy outcome.

You may want something else entirely if your main goal is broad knowledge discovery. A historian browsing
many similarly named entities, for example, might prefer a more expansive search interface. A research
workflow that values exploration over deterministic resolution may find the cap too restrictive.

That is not a contradiction. It is simply a reminder to match tool design to task design.

The practical bottom line

The search limits in this project are not a temporary inconvenience or a missing feature waiting to be fixed.

They are central to its method.



By default, the system returns 3 candidates and allows up to 5. That bounded approach pairs with
deterministic outcomes, selected fact retrieval, optional exact ID based Google cross checks, and a read
only posture. Together, those choices create a tool that is better suited to careful entity resolution than to

open ended search.

If you use MCP for google knowledge graph, or the fuller combined workflow of MCP for google
knowledge graph and wikidata, expect less scrolling and more judgment. Expect fewer candidates, but
stronger pressure to inspect evidence. Expect explicit uncertainty instead of hand waving. And if you are

using MCP for wikidata in a real linking pipeline, that is usually the right bargain to make.



