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Janet Halley stipulates that the essence of constructivism is the claim that human processes of description, work, conceptualization and perception produce or maintain either some parts of the world, or the world itself (p. 550). The variety of constructivism emanate from the party doing the constructing, and the party that gets constructed. The causal agent for all forms of constructivism is some form or representation of culture of historical era. There are various forms of constructivism, with their differences denoted by the will of each to imagine the object under construction. Carol S. Vance highlights that difference in cultures and historical periods may create relevance whose subjective meaning and social significance differ when analyzing social construction approaches to sexuality. She defines constructivism through five different forms, with the theories tied to each rendering some aspect of sexuality essential. The forms are; social meanings, behavioral, gender of object choice, sexuality and sex constructivism. I find the sexuality form of constructivism most convincing because of its analysis and identification of sexuality and sex.
Social Constructivism
The social meanings form of constructivism, the sexual object of choice is fixed. The primary categorizations adopted are homo-and hetero-sexual as vivid grouping of all human beings. The same aspect is evident in various human societies, and has the same form without alteration. The sexual object of choice is a critical component that ascertains the drive behind various patterns noted in behaviors of people. Social meanings constructivism describes human beings across cultures and within a trans-historical concept. The implementation of the sexual object choice within several cultures and historical periods has differences in meaning both through social and experiential aspects. The same applies to the attendant range of activities associated with the object choice. The last aspect explains the difference in how some behaviors are normal and acceptable in specific cultures, but can be criminal or taboo in others. 
Social constructivism is not quite comprehensive to address the nature of sex and sexuality in the society today. The ideology behind the approach signifies the relevance of heterosexual and homosexual people in the society and argues that it is applicable in every society without alteration of its form. The concept is, however, unjustified since the both diacritical categories have various elements within that do not align with the specific descriptions relevant for hetero- and homo-sexuality. That is, both categories exist in multiple societies, but there are integral differences in the people identifying in the categories under assessment of the social and experiential meanings associated with their sexuality. Persons may identify as hetero-sexual because of the object choice, but a preference of anal may hold descriptive tendencies relative to the latter. The form of constructivism also does not provide distinctive definitions of sex and sexuality through either natural of societal influences.
Behavioral Constructivism
Under the behavioral form of constructivism, the sexual object choice is fixed across various historical periods and different cultures. The determination of the object choice is left to nature. However, the sexual orientations of individual in these cultures are different as they are implemented in these cultures, and are also independent from the latter. The context encloses the meanings that people associate with the sexual variety available and also the feelings that those meanings arouse. The meaning is deeper in comparison to the normalist view that perceives categories as only names to differentiate people. The context creates variety in the behavioral patterns that people in these eras and societies adopt to satisfy their pre-dispositions. The form of constructivism applies without regards for the awareness of the participants that such characterization is a distinguishing factor. 
However, behavioral constructivism does not apply generalization but is rather specific on what aspect of sexuality is essential when considering the gender-of-object-choice. The categorization allows for existence of a weaker form of behavioral constructivism. The weaker form has its concept of sexuality, particularly gender-of-object-choice, under preference either intrinsically or inherently. The choice, however, is not necessarily congruent with gender, sex, or the person. The context allows for the existence of and acknowledges that there are various categories of sexual orientation. It also stipulates that the principal categorization allows for human variations. The existence of diacritical categories makes it that people tend to align with them is their object choices are yet to be differentiated. There are also other object choices with an increased chance of producing regular correlations as the essential substrate of behavioral constructivism without installing gender-object-of-choice. 
Behavioral constructivism accounts for object choice as a consequence of nature, which limits the essence of people choosing from biological needs and sexual preferences. I disagree with the sentiment, but concur with the notion from behavioral constructivism that sexual orientations are independent from culture. Another additional positive for this form of constructivism is that it allows for sexual variety and meanings associated with these feelings. However, behavioral constructivism requires people to align with the diacritical categorization of either hetero-or homo-sexual. The concept limits the realization of sexuality, while also contradicting the notion of preference and variety. 
Gender-Object-of-Choice Constructivism
In the gender-object-of-choice form of constructivism, the sexuality component is pre-determined and does not vary in any way. However, their behavioral forms, the object choice, and the meaning that they associate with both exponentially and socially are subject to variation for the purposes of adaptation (p. 556). The form of constructivism abandons all forms and notions about the diacritical categorization of homo-and hetero-sexual aspects as relevant descriptions that apply to all human pre-dispositions. The categorization is thus, quite open for interpretation and adaptation with the principal determinant of sexuality taking account of the capacities of individuals involved to apply within a patterned and coherent organization according to the sexual appetite or sex drive. 
Gender-object-of-choice limits sexuality in the description of people to pre-determined identification of people. The limitation contradicts the essence of this form of constructivism that it is flexible. The flexibility context allows for variation in object choice and behavioral forms, and meanings associated with the two. Though I resonate with the concept that sexuality is the primary determinant of sex drive and sexual appetite, his form of constructivism limits the full realization of people through pre-determination of sexuality
Sex Constructivism
The sex form of constructivism assumes that the creation of the concept emanates from the sheer recognition of certain bodily functions as sexuality. The culture has the responsibility to the very terms that identify the persons, and also physical configuration, action, or sensation (p. 557). Therefore, there is no mere difference between cultures that implants the notion of sex drive from one that implants the concept of sex. The concept of sex is not the product of biological facts but rather is an ideology relevant in its own apparatus. Sex is also a product of sexuality. 
Sex constructivism identifies biological and other bodily functions as sexuality. The identification allows for additional identifiers to sexuality. The concept is applicable to the society today because nature is not the primary determinant of sexuality. However, under sex constructivism, culture has the responsibility for identifying configuration of people, and their sensations and actions. The classification according to culture should only be by name but not extend to sensations and actions which are primary determinant of the configuration of self. 
Sexuality Constructivism
The sexuality form of constructivism has distinctions in the raw sexual capacity for sexual pleasure, and its organization into a patterned and coherent element of self. The raw sexual capacity is taken as a critical part of identifying as a human. However, the latter is a product of inescapable and complex contingencies. Within this form of constructivism, the domain of sexuality defines and produces elements of sexual emotion, social meaning, behavioral repertoire, and object choice. Sexuality constructivism accounts for sex as a natural fact, but differentiates it from sexuality, which is a product of culture. The context of sexuality is relatively autonomous from gender, and represents the appropriation of the human body and of its erogenous zones by an ideological discourse (p. 559). The form also acknowledges the predisposition to hetero- and homo-sexual tendencies, but defines them as weak essentialism because they are the products of social ideologies, not natural ones. 
Sexual constructivism identifies people based on their raw sexual activity. This form of identification grants leeway on how people align and identify themselves and their sexuality. The raw sexual activity is also not limited to the established identification of culture, which disconnects the identification of sexuality from gender. The last context validates sexuality in the society since gender is a state but not a determinant. Sexual constructivism accounts for sex as a natural fact, which allows for the observed differences in tendencies and preferences in people. The context also removes any limitations placed on society in identification and sex. I also resonate with the notion that sexuality is the determinant of object choice, behavioral repertoire, social meaning and sexual emotion. 
Sexuality and sex should not be the constructs of the community, and neither should their definitions limit the persons involved into classification into pre-determined categories that do not encompass their differences. The role of the society is the determination of the naming of the categories, but do not assign meaning to sexuality or sex. People should also not account for gender as a limiting factor of their sexuality. 
