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Any stances and indications resulting from the meeting between US President Barack Obama and the Jordanian Monarch King Abdullah II next week at the White House will produce signs and repercussions that will either be useful or harmful. Hence the United States needs to send extremely precise messages to all those concerned in the Middle East, a region eager to know what the new president truly holds.

The least that can be expected is for the main headlines to include the following bases:

First, certifying the US's commitment to the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of Jordan, for those who promote plans of making "Jordan the alternative homeland" for the Palestinians to understand that the Obama Administration rejects such plans completely and absolutely.

Second, using the opportunity of this meeting to clarify the features of the path to making peace between the Palestinians and the Israelis and the fact that peace between Syria and Israel is desired, welcomed and useful for everyone in the region, while asserting that Palestinian-Israeli negotiations should not be allowed to be neglected and forgotten, on the pretext that they are too difficult to resolve in light of the extremism of the new Israeli government and of continued Palestinian division.

Third, stressing that the US will not allow for the stability of a country like Egypt to be undermined, whether at the hands of a cell, a foreign organization or a state such as Iran, that perhaps uses Sudan as a passageway to undermine stability in Egypt, thereby transgressing the sovereignty of two Arab states at the same time. Hence, a stern message must be sent to Tehran, advising it not to misinterpret the US President and his Administration's enthusiasm towards dialogue and understanding.

Fourth, speaking the language of new and serious partnership with the regional forces that are willing to coexist, at the condition that such forces make a final choice between extremism and moderation, and cease to imagine that they can "have their cake and eat it too" indefinitely. In other words, making clear that moderation remains the basis of strategic US partnerships.

Fifth, the Jordanian Monarch does not only carry the concerns and fears of the Arabs, but also the common stances of countries as important as the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Egypt, the United Arab Emirates, Morocco and the Palestinian Authority. He also understands very precisely what is taking place in countries that are important for the US, such as Iraq and Yemen.

Thus the US President will enjoy listening to the Jordanian Monarch. However, it is important for him to remember that what is required of him at this transitional stage is to lead a partnership, while making clear the red lines that should not be crossed, as well as the US's determination and resolve not to abandon it partners in moderation, even if it may seem to others that they have turned under Obama into lambs that fear the wolf near the Middle East.

The phase of sorting out US policies towards the main players in the region may leave the impression that the Obama Administration is weak at the knees and will not resort to military action, no matter how much it is provoked with challenges. Hence this is an opportunity to impose one de facto situation after another without being held accountable, according to those who are poised to take advantage of the current phase.

So far, it seems as if the US Administration is in the process of drafting its policies, and that it has not reached a comprehensive strategy. Even the governmental apparatus seems to be waiting for the strategic vision to clearly emerge. Part of this apparatus does not know how to classify organizations such as Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Palestine under Obama, because of contradictory indications as to whether it has been decided to keep these two organizations classified as "terrorist" or whether they are liable to be removed from this category if they are politically engaged each in their own national environment.

Some speak of containment by incentives, while others speak of containment strategies through separating the head from the body. In other words, there are those who think that the way to resolve the Hezbollah phenomenon is to separate Hezbollah's leadership from its body with the aim of dealing with the party in its new form. There are also those who, like the British, have sought to establish channels of dialogue and build relations with Hezbollah to separate its military wing from its political wing. A response came from Sheikh Naim Qassem, Hezbollah's Deputy Secretary-General, who said that "the party is by nature unified and has a unified leadership", that it does not have two wings, one military and one political, and that this party is the strongest party not just on the Lebanese scene, but possibly at the level of the Arab region in terms of the popularity and resources it enjoys.

The resources are available to the party and the influx of supplies continues from Iran through Syria and others, but it is the regional popularity that has regressed after Egyptian authorities arrested members of Hezbollah and accused them of conspiracy against Egypt as per an Iranian scheme. Foreign Minister Ahmed Aboul Gheit announced that the facts were dangerous and documented. Sayyid Hassan Nasrallah said that he sent members of his party to Egypt to smuggle weapons into the Gaza Strip in support of "the resistance", thereby certifying that what he did was in violation of Egypt's sovereignty.

Today, Hezbollah's popularity has dwindled and Sayyid Hassan Nasrallah is no longer a star in Egypt and in the Arab region. Nevertheless, the Secretary-General and his party have the opportunity to take their natural place and establish their standing as a Lebanese political party, one having the full right to participate in the political process through the elections which will be held in early June. There is an opportunity to save the party's Lebanese nature by separating from Iran and by ceasing to play roles in its name in Lebanon, Egypt, Iraq or others.

Washington may be ready for a new relationship with Hezbollah, instead of classifying it as a terrorist organization pursued by the Barack Obama Administration, regardless of what it may reach in terms of new appellations for the war on terror. Nevertheless, Washington is in need of tangible change in the ideology, vision and practices of Hezbollah. This includes it reaching the conviction that it cannot remain a state within the state and a militia equivalent to the state army.

The opportunity is ripe because the Obama Administration will have to take decisive and tough stances towards the attempts to undermine Egypt's stability. If this comes as a clash with Iran, then Hezbollah will lose. And if it comes as an agreement with Iran, then such an agreement with the US at the strategic level will require Tehran to abandon Hezbollah. Even within the framework of the climate of peace between Syria and Israel, what is being put forth is how to render Hezbollah harmless. Thus scenarios of it losing because of its regional roles are much more numerous than that of it winning, whereas the scenario of winning through political participation is exclusively available in the Lebanese framework.

The state of sorting out US policies towards the Middle East has its pros and cons. However, parties in the region - Iran and Hezbollah included - should not jump to conclusions even if it seems that the Obama Administration is weak or that its hands are tied because of the war in Iraq, which can be described as Bush's war, or the war in Afghanistan, which is beginning to be described as Obama's war.

Obama is binding himself politically to the course of diplomacy and negotiations whereas Bush bound himself militarily to the course of the war in Iraq and the war on terror. This does not mean that Obama should throw himself at the feet of Iranian arrogance, bound both politically and militarily because of Bush's history in Iraq and in Afghanistan. He is faced with choices, as the Islamic Republic in Iran makes a show of its strength and insinuates that it is a mighty and nuclear nation, as well as a regional leader that can impose its hegemony and even undermine the stability of a country like Egypt.

Not stopping it from going beyond its limit at this stage in particular will make it think that the US President allows it to commit such violations implicitly, as he is powerless to stop them. Then matters will worsen in the region, it will enter a nuclear race, the crisis will exceed the US's ability to play a role there, and it will no longer be possible to blame the Bush Administration alone, as is the trend today.

The US President could remind Iran that the United States is a superpower, and that there are red lines that it will not be allowed to cross. If it seeks an agreement, then everything must be placed on the table, from its nuclear ambitions to its regional schemes, from Iraq to Egypt, and from Hezbollah to Hamas. However, if it seeks to pretend that it is willing to compromise while moving forward in its destructive schemes, then the Obama Administration cannot bury its head in the sand in a process of buying time that is very dangerous in reality.

Developments in Egypt should not be underestimated. In fact, they carry in their folds an imminent danger, not only for the ruling regime, but for Egypt itself. This calls for a stance by the US President that would send a clear and public message, this through envoys of one kind or another.

The other opportunity for constructive messages is the meeting with King Abdullah II at the White House. Indeed, all eyes are on this meeting to test the extent to which the US President is serious in his pledge to push for the "two-state solution" in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the extent of his willingness to oppose his Israeli ally's evasion from such a choice, as well as the extent of his boldness to announce the red lines with Israel, to inform it that Jordan is a friend and a partner, and that the United States will not allow a collective expulsion of the Palestinians into Jordan to turn it into the "alternative homeland".

The legacy of previous US Administrations over decades is characterized by the reputation of warning against trusting that partnership with the US will last. Indeed, the US's reputation has the taste of betraying pledges to be faithful to friendships, which explains the hesitation to place the eggs in the American basket. Such a reputation must be resolved through practical measures to reform the US's image, or else the lack of trust will result in wearing out the partnerships necessary for common interests in many places and on many continents. Indeed, this is one of the most important challenges facing the new US President: forming and weaving trust in partnership with America.

Few are the leaders whose desire to weave mutual trust Obama can rely upon, and the Jordanian Monarch is the most prominent of these leaders. Indeed, he is the partner in moderation, and he arrives next week in Washington not only as a Jordanian Monarch seeking healthy and strategic bilateral relations with the US, but also as the envoy of the forces of Arab moderation, forces that want the US President to stop and fully ponder the meaning of trust continuing to shrink and doubts continuing to be raised over the US's desire and ability to engage in partnership with all that it entails. Indeed, the danger lies not only in the vacuum, but also in the identity, nature and intentions of those who fill it with their arrogance, wagering on the US's inability to emerge from the shelter of fear of confrontation and accountability.
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