The Problem with Physics
The pathway to the truth involves belief, criticism, and technique.

I.  Belief: The principled commitment to an idea (a “position”).  The nature of this commitment can be understood as dogmatic, however, belief without criticism results in dogmatism.  
II. Criticism: The deconstruction of a position, so that its foundations may be revealed, and that it may once again be constructed anew.  In the process, flaws in logic may be revealed, the correction of which will result in a position of greater profundity.

III. Technique: The level of skill that one has in terms of the immediate manipulation of one’s environment, for the purpose of completing a given task.

Many modern scientists are dogmatic technicians, in that they are committed to the ontology of formalism, but the criticism of the various “accepted” formulations are notoriously lacking.  The problem with ontological formalism is that it seeks only to abstract the symbols of predication into ever deeper nested algebraic functions.  It is in this way that academic physicists are fully shielded from the demands, of the intuitionists, that their theories be sensible.
The physicists claim that the only test is that their formulations “work,” in the sense of predictivity.  Confusion always arises, however, when it is realized that modern theorists typically refuse to provide satisfactory answers concerning just what each thing essentially is that possesses the various predicates that their formulations are able to predict.  This point is a subtle one, and it must not be glossed over.  Physicists say that “observed objects” are the things that possess the predicates.  But this is not quite the whole story.  Ever since Newton introduced the idea of the “center of mass” to aid in his calculations, physicists have seen fit to ontologize this notion into the dimensionless material particle (i.e. point mass).
The fundamental units of matter, the physical theorists says, are “point-like.”  This nebulous terminology allows them to receive the calculative benefits of geometric locatability without having to make any kind of positive commitment concerning the all-too-embarrassing question of the form of matter.  For, if these units were true geometric points, then any simple density calculation will result in an undefined value, regardless how negligible the mass.  But if they were not true points, the next problems are: 1) the precise geometric representation of the form and 2) the precise formulation of the physical laws of the interior of matter.
To the theoretician, therefore, an “object” is simply a set of predicates (mass, charge, spin) that happen to coincide at a single location, and are given convenient names such as “electron,” “quark,” and “photon.”  The question, “How can I understand these objects that you speak of?” is always met with replies such as, “They are only their observed predicates, no more and no less.”  By speaking in such ways, dogmatic formalists are able to subtly redirect the conversation back to their own insular field of play, which deals in sheer predictivity, without having to deal with the philosophical complexities that always arise whenever their “unreformed intuitionist” interlocutors try to make sense out of the universe that everywhere surrounds them.
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