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(i)*Not few people came here.’

each;

(i1)*Not several students came to the school yesterday.
(ii))*Not most of the team showed up last week.

(iv)Not all of people are good persons.



(v)Not every company is asked to pay taxes.

(vi)*Not each company is asked to pay taxes.

(vii)Not many people attended the meeting last week.
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———Not several students came to the school yesterday.

Few/No students came to the school yesterday.

——— Not several students came to the school yesterday.
Every/Many students came to the school yesterday.
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———*Not each company is expected to pay taxes. = Only
a few companies are expected to pay taxes.

———*Not each company is expected to pay taxes. = The
companies are all expected to pay the tax as a group.
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*not few; *not several;

*not most, not all not every;

not many
*not each;
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