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Privatism and Its Limitations
Since time immemorial, the policies of urban regeneration have come to concentrate majorly on local economic development. However, this approach to urban development is no longer useful in some cities. Some of the cities, especially when the plan was new, used the ideology of privatism in developing the urban centers. However good this approach seemed to be, it later came to prove to have its challenges in the future after being implemented. The ideology of Privatism is an approach in which the urban centers majorly relied on the vitality of their private sectors (Barnekov & Rich, 2014). In this approach, cities were encouraged to rely on private sectors for their advancement.
According to the privatism approach, the problem of cities' development is local economic growth, and the issue is brought about by the constraints that have placed on the private sector. Therefore, for cities to develop, the resources must be directed to the enhancement and creation of opportunities for private developers to invest. 
One limitation, according to Barnekov & Rich (2014), about this ideology of privatism is that the programs for local economic development directed using public funds to improve the private sector often result in the reverse. By this, it means that these private sectors end up using the federal funds to achieve its goals and later force the government to live by its principles if it does not come with subsidies favorable to the private investors. An excellent example of a city I know that had to live with the consequences of this ideology of privatism is the city of Wilmington, Delaware. 
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