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Noun absolutes that function as adverbs or nouns are controversial concepts in grammar books. Many teachers, unfortunately, are unaware of the construction and actually mark them as errors. This is, I should note, not the fault of the teachers—the instruction that they have been given is so poor that it is no wonder that most of them hate to teach grammar.
Grammar texts rarely discuss the functions of noun absolutes. One NCTE reviewer of a rejected KISS Grammar manuscript emphatically denies that they can so function. He? wrote: 

“I have never read a description that defines an absolute phrase as anything other than a sentence modifier, a structure that makes a comment on the sentence as a whole. Absolutes may have an adverbial feel to them, in that they sometimes explain purpose, but they certainly do not function as either nouns or adverbs.” [my emphasis]
The comments are interesting in that they reflect both the arrogance and the ignorance of many of the people who write, or affect the writing of, grammar textbooks. (This is, after all, a perfect example of the Argument from Ignorance fallacy—I haven’t seen it, so therefore it is not true.) And his? “I have never read a description,” reinforces claim that grammar books were read, but not texts. As for the claim that “defines an absolute phrase as anything other than a sentence modifier, a structure that makes a comment on the sentence as a whole.” Consider:

Mary said [DO “He wandered a little [NuA] longer,
 his voice growing [NAbs. to “wandered”] weaker (PA)]..|
The absolute is in a subordinate clause, not in the whole sentence, and it modifies “wanders.” There are several grammarians that do “explain” noun absolutes.
Paul Roberts

Paul Roberts discusses absolutes as adverbs with several examples (352-355). “Usually it functions as an adverb, being the equivalent of an adverb clause. It is capable of expressing several adverbial meanings…” Here I’ll just give one:
Time: Her work done, Aunt Flo sat down for a cup of tea.
(When her work was done, Anne Flo sat down for a cup of tea) (354)

Roberts also wrote:

“Occasionally the nominative absolute construction occurs as subject of a main clause: 

Linda in trouble was ample reason for my going.

(cf. ‘that Linda was in trouble was ample reason.’)”
and

“It may also occur as a appositive:

That’s Paganhead for you, 
the right hand not keeping the left aware of what is going on.
Let me go back to:“Occasionally the nominative absolute construction occurs as subject of a main clause….” The subject of any clause is noun slot. Likewise, I have found many that function as direct objects, as predicate nouns, and the objects of prepositions.
George O. Curme and Otto Jespersen are acknowledged as the two greatest traditional grammarians. 
George O. Curme

Curme in A Grammar of the English Language: Syntax, discusses the Nominative Absolute as functioning as a noun.

 In Subject Clauses. 
She and her sister both being sick makes
 hard work for the rest of the family. (157)

And, although he calls it an “absolute nominative in subject clauses,” he is certainly pointing to a noun absolute that functions as the subject of “makes.” The does the same with a predicate noun when he gives the example: 

Cities are man justifying himself to God.” (158)

Finally, he gives an example from Mark Twain of an absolute used as an appositive: 

Well, that is just our way, exactly—one half of the administration always busy getting the family into trouble, the other half busy getting it out again. (158)
Curme does not specifically discuss absolutes as the objects of prepositions. He does, however, note that a preposition can be placed before a noun absolute (154), and he notes that a noun absolute is often “replaced” by a prepositional phrase. He gives the example: 

“She is lonesome with her husband so much away.”

But if Curme, who is acknowledged as one of the two greatest traditional grammarians, gives specific examples of noun absolutes that function as subjects, predicate nouns, and appositives, it simply does not make sense to say that students cannot, if they wish, extend that concept to include objects of prepositions and direct objects.
Curme also gives examples in discussing the adverbial function of absolutes. It confuses me He says: 
“Absolute Nominative. An absolute nominative, i.e., a nominative without grammatical relations to the principal proposition, is often used in English. There are four groups:
a. In Adverbial Clauses: ‘My task completed (= after my task was completed), I went to bed.” (152) If the noun absolute is equal to the adverbial clause, and since that subordinate clause of time to “went,” why can’t we view the absolute also adverbial to “went”?
b. Cause: ‘The rain having ruined my hat, I had to get a new one.’ (155)
[Because the rain ruined my hat,] I had to get a new one.

c. Condition and Exception: ‘And in a little while you will come back to me, will you not?’— ‘Yes, dear, God *being* willing.'
Yes, dear, [If God is willing].”

d. Attendant Circumstance: ‘He entered upon the new enterprise cautiously, his eyes wide-open, or here more commonly with a prepositional phrase with wide-open eyes, or with eyes wide-open. 
KISS  would probably analyze “his eyes *being* wide-open” as an adverb to “cautiously.” The “with” version would make the absolute functioning as a noun-the object of “with,” but the “with” prepositional phrase that functions as adverb to “entered” or “cautiously.”
Otto Jespersen
Jespersen had two major concepts that support the KISS definition of “noun absolute.”—the “three ranks” and “nexus and junction.” He wrote: “Among my innovations I should like to call special attention to the terms connected with the theory of the ‘three ranks,’ where I think that the few new terms allow one to explain a great many things more precisely and at the same time more tersely than has been possible hitherto.” (344) He illustrates it:
In the combination extremely hot weather the last word weather, which is evidently the chief idea, may be called primary; hot, which defines weather, secondary, and extremely, which defines hot, tertiary. (96)
He uses the ranks in part to explain “nexus” and “junction.”
If now we compare the combination a furiously barking dog (a dog barking furiously), in which dog is primary, barking secondary, and furiously tertiary, with the dog barks furiously, it is evident that the same subordination obtains in the latter as in the former combination. Yet there is a fundamental difference between them, which calls for separate terms for the two kinds of combination: we shall call the former kind junction, and the latter nexus. (97)
“We next come to nexus subjuncts. None of the usual names (. . . ) get at the essence of the phenomenon: “ absolute ” must mean  standing out of the syntactic connexion,’ but do these words stand more outside than other subjuncts?” [my emphasis] (p126)
Infinitival Nexus. 

Next we have a series of constructions containing an infinitive. The accusative with the infinitive. Examples of this well-known construction: I heard her sing | I made her sing | I caused her to sing—thus in some combinations with, and in others with-out, to. (p117)
In Direct Objects
“Next we have a series of constructions containing an infinitive. The accusative with the infinitive. Examples of this well-known construction: I heard her sing | I made her sing | I caused her to sing—thus in some combinations with, and in others with-out, to. Similarly in other languages. Sweet, § 124, notices the difference between I like quiet boys and I like boys to be quiet, the latter sentence implying not even the slightest liking for boys, as the former does, but he does not see the real reason for this difference, as according to him ‘the only word that I like governs grammatically is boys, to be quiet being only a grammatical adjunct to boys.’ It would be more correct to say that it is not boys that is the object, but the whole nexus consisting of the primary boys and the infinitive, exactly as it is the whole clause and not only the subject of it that would be the object, if we were to translate it into “I like that boys are quiet.” (117)
On prepositions
“The same construction ‘is frequently found in English in cases where the nexus is the object not of a verb, but of a preposition, or perhaps rather of a phrase consisting of a verb and a preposition, which is often synonymous with a single verb (look on = consider, prevail on = induce, etc.). Examples: I looked upon myself to be fully settled (Swift) | she can hardly prevail upon him to eat | you may count on him to come.” (118)
In Delayed Subjects?
“The original division of a sentence like “It is good for a man not to touch a woman” was “It is good for a man | not to touch a woman, but it came to be apprehended as “It is good | for a man not to touch a woman,” where for a man was taken to belong more closely to the infinitive. This led to the possibility of placing for and the word it governs first, as in: for a man to tell how human life began is hard (Milton) | for you to call would be the best thing, …..(118)
for and its object are now nothing but the primary (subject) of the nexus, whose secondary part is the infinitive; combinations like “it might seem disrespectful to his memory for me to be on good terms with [his enemy] ”’ (Miss Austen) (118)
Nexus without a Verb. 

A final series of nexuses consists of those which contain neither a finite verb nor an infinitive nor a verbal substantive. (120)
(Not a good thing, government by the many),
Nexus-Object, etc.

A nexus-object is often found: “I found the cage empty,’’ which is easily distinguished from “I found the empty cage ’’ where empty is an adjunct. (122)
Other examples: they made him President (him President is the object of result) | he made (rendered) her unhappy | does that prove me wrong? | he gets things done | she had something the matter with her spine | what makes you in such a hurry ? | she only wishes the dinner at an end. The predicate-part of the nexus may be any word or group that can be a predicative after the verb to be.  (122)

The most interesting thing here is that a verb may take a nexus object which is quite different from its usual objects, as in he drank himself drunk | the gentleman had drunke himselfe out of his five senses (Sh.; he drank himself is absurd) and that verbs otherwise intransitive may have a nexus-object of result: he slept himself sober | A louer’s eyes will gaze an eagle blind (Sh.) | Lily was nearly screaming herself into a fit. (122-123)
Nexus Subjunct.
We next come to nexus subjuncts. None of the usual names (duo ablativi, ablativi consequentiz, ablativi absoluti, absolute participles) get at the essence of the phenomenon: “absolute ” must mean ‘ standing out of the syntactic connexion,’ but do these words stand more outside than other subjuncts? Participle should not be mentioned in the name, for no participle is required, e.g. dinner over | Scipione autore, etc. (126)
In my view what is characteristic of the construction is contained in two things: (1) that there are two members standing to another in the peculiar relation here termed nexus, thus parallel to the relation between subject and verb in “the dog barks,” and (2) that this combination plays the part of a subjunct in the sentence. (126)
[Noun Absolute as Adverb]

In English the construction is frequent, though apart from certain restricted applications it is more literary than popular: we shall go, weather permitting | everything considered, we may feel quite easy | this done, he shut the window | she sat, her hands crossed on her lap, her eyes absently bent upon them ? | he stood, pipe in mouth * | dinner over, we left the hotel. Thus very often with one of the other words or groups that can be predicative besides adjectives and participles. (127)
Conclusion
The reviewer’s comments of KISS, by the way, are an excellent example of the problems of most K-12 teachers. If these teachers get a grammar course at all, it is often taught by a modern linguist who, him or herself, was taught in one of the many modern linguistic “schools”—structural grammar, or transformational-generative grammar, or tagmemic grammar—there are a number of such theories (thus “schools”) of grammar. And, of course, their grammar is the only one that counts. Thus the reviewer can write, in beautiful, ignorant innocence, that he(?) has “never read a description that defines an absolute phrase as anything other than a sentence modifier, a structure that makes a comment on the sentence as a whole.” When the teachers of K-12 are that poorly taught, one can’t blame the teachers. 
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