Bang, Schumacker, Schlieve (1998) Random-Number Generator Validity in Simulation Studies: An Investigation of Normality
The main idea we took from this article is the recommendation that researchers should report information on how their random numbers were generated. If we were physicists, we might be expected to provide information at the data level to support our conclusions, but as psychometricians, we do not have to do so.  We decided we need to provide enough information that other researchers could reproduce our set of random numbers in the same order we did.  We recommend providing the program we used, the seed value, the shape of the distribution, and the mod, multiplier, and increment when they are determined by us and not by the program. 
It is also possible to provide more information. Bang et al additionally suggest always supplying the modulus, the multiplier, the increment, and the period. To “evaluate” the Random Number Generator (RNG), the authors suggest looking at period, structure, correlation, uniformity and normality. We thought “structure” might mean the formula used. We weren’t sure what they meant by correlation; what two variables are we supposed to correlate? 

At an over the top level of providing more information, Bang et al. suggest supplying the program code. We questioned where we would place all of the information suggested by Bang et. al, especially the program code. This type of information does not seem to be currently published. Should we put it in an appendix so a publisher could easily throw it away, yet we could say we provided it. Or would we state that this information was available from the author or the publisher, thus potentially creating more work down the road?
We thought the article was heavy handed in its recommendations to report a great deal of information on random number generation. If the article recommends too much work that goes against the culture of current research, all of the ideas of the article may be rejected by people who don’t wish to be preached to, which is pretty much everyone. Additionally, we found it both strange and unfortunate that this article is supposed to be read by people with backgrounds in psychology, but the authors did not do out a single math problem.
We had a discussion of seed values, with differing opinions on whether you would want to start on the same seed value as another person as good practice if you were *not* trying to replicate the other researcher’s work. I believe that as a group  we concluded that seed values are where your particular cycle starts, so you would want to pick different ones to take advantage of the fact that there are many pseudo-random numbers to generate, so you should find your own damned numbers. When random numbers are generated, we agreed that we should check the distribution of the numbers themselves before we use them in our work. 
We wondered how good different algorithms used today are at distributing random numbers, and which if any of these algorithms is used currently.
