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ABSTRACT: Activities of nomadic ranchers are dependent upon natural circumstances and its 
unpredictable risks. Abating of risk issues can be achieved by means of insuring of products, farms, and 
rangelands. In order to survey the insurance role for ranching, 202 questionnaires stemmed from 
Cochran formula using fieldwork monitoring and accidentally collecting the data from the ranchers of 
eastern area in the Golestan province. Reliability of questions (76.34%) was tested by Chronbach 
formula using SPSS v.22 software. Statistical analysis showed that the most ranchers were sojourners 
(88.62%) and illiterate (60.89%) who 94.55 % of them have grazing permission licenses. About 29.79% 
of ranchers have dealt with ranching. The most ranchers (51.48%) have about 51 to 150 heads in their 
herds.  Wolves attacking and downfall of animal (14.36%) were the most natural hazard to herds. The 
ranchers were looked upon that private insurers do not propend to insuring because of lack of economic 
advantages while it is a grantee to ranching activities. For the most part, the ranchers were encouraged 
to insure through compensation getting of damages, desirable proposal package regarding to their 
cultures, goodwill of insurance agents, and building up promotive and tutorial workshops to each 
ranchers individually. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 Activities around agricultural and nomadic parts are along with risk because of facing of these actions to 
natural environment and circumstances (Horowitz & Lichtenberg, 1993; Fraisse et al., 2006; McCallister, 2014; 
Muzari et al., 2014). About 40 natural hazards entire the world, 31 of them come about in Iran (Amini and 
Ramezani, 2001).  The main restlessness of governmental politicians and front offices are to reducing of 
dangerous coefficients of agricultural and nomadic livestock activities (Goodwin and Smith, 2013; Trujillo et al., 
2015). As farmers and ranchers are faced with natural disasters phenomena, which effect on their economic 
processes (Ghalavand et al., 2006; Bhattacharya and Osgood, 2014), they then are anxious to reimbursement of 
different changes in production procedure and families baskets because of the risk (Torkemani and Mousavi, 
2013). Stakeholders and investors therefore would support to them to continue their producing steps (Fraser, 
1992). Insurance of livestock and agricultural productions is about the different encouraging strategies which can 
drive back the risk as it make surety for sustainable agricultural productions (Fiskel et al., 2014). On the other side, 
investments on ranchers’ insurance are very less from insurers because of high perilousness at nomadic and 
agricultural activities (Jalali-Lavasan, 2012). Private insurance firms decline to insure the farmers and nomadic acts 
as after occurring of the natural hazards, many of people want to catch their damages restitution (Hardaker et al., 
1999; Dlugolecki, 2007).      
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 If the ranchers and farmers be satisfied with insurance companies and insurance coverage, they will 
significantly be insured themselves and their production (Jalan and Ravallion, 1999; Attanasio and Szekely, 2004; 
Kazemi et al., 2013; Maghsoudi et al., 2014). In the mutual trusty atmosphere, producers (ranchers and farmers) 
will pay some fees to insure their productions to insurance firms when they pay back whole or some compensatory 
damages (Hardaker et al., 2004). In connection with applied solution, modern insurability approaches, qualitative 
and quantitative improving of executive operations of insurance, bring forward new motive packages, and 
diversifying of financial resources from insurance firms can open a new world to producers (Giné et al., 2007; 
HayatGheybi and Karbasi, 2013).  
 Discovering of some approaches to investment around agricultural and nomadic activities can be chosen by 
the private insurers (Goodwin & Smith, 1995; Just et al., 1999; Mahul et al., 2009; Bastin et al., 2014). In connect 
this way, comparative business will be appeared that insurer firms should have different proposal packages to 
enter the insurance of the activities (Anderson and Dillon, 1992; Mahdavi and Rinaz, 2006; Chantarat et al., 2013). 
As 20 insurer firms go about insurance business in Iran, exhibition of modern and regional approaches can make 
empower each firm from the others (Abouei et al., 2012).  
 Except of governmental insurance about the agricultural and nomadic activities, there is none any other private 
insurer firms to head in this way in eastern area of Golestan province (Iran). In this case, the current research was 
going to clear the ranchers circumstances and reach to response of this question that why the private insurer firms 
can not enter to this business in the area?   
 

Material and methods 
 

Study area position 
 This research has been carried out in territories of northeastern of Golestan province (is called Kalaleh) where 
about 61196 ha of rangelands located in it. The most ranching practices in the area are traditionally which is 
composed of Turkmen ranchers (settled people) and nomadic people from other provinces all together are formed 
413 exploiters in 34 yurts. Ecologically, the area depends to winter rangelands where service the livestock from 
November to April each year. On the basis of the last census in the area, the number of livestock was 71172 from 
goats, sheep, cows, and camels (website of the Nomadic Administrative in Golestan province, 2014). The settled 
ranchers go about ranching and farming as well. 
 
Research methods 
 The research was carried out by questionnaire samples which were obtained using Cochran formula (Cochran, 
1963) as equation 1: 
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(Eq. 1) 
Where, n is requisite sample, s is the standard deviation (SD) of the association, d2 is desirable assumed accurate, 
and t is the interval confidence which was considered 1.96. In order to make out the standard deviation from the 
study association, 30 primal samples were selected and then regarding the total volume of community (409 
ranchers) and interval confidence (1.96) (Habibpour and Safari, 2011), the SD was calculated using equation 2: 
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    (Eq. 2) 
The sample volume was achieved by equation 3 in relation to the assumed accuracy (0.1), which is usually 
considered between 1 to 10% (Sarraei, 2012). 
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 (Eq. 3) 
In this research, it, however, was fulfilled 202 samples to increasing of carefulness. Reliability of questions was 
calculated by equation 4 (Chronbach, 1951): 
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 (Eq. 4) 

 Where, k is the number of questions, 
2

iS is variance of question ith, 
2 is the variance of total questions, C is the 

mean of covariance between questions, and V is the mean variance of questions (Gliem and Gliem, 2003). The 



Intl J Farm & Alli Sci. Vol., 4 (8): 629-634, 2015 

 

631 
 
 

obtained alpha Chronbach for the research was 80.36%, which is good class based upon George and Mallery 
(2003) stratification.  
 Data processing was done by Excel 2010 by means of coding and preparing data of questionnaire forms SPSS 
v.22 software was employed to statistical procedure (Eyduran et al., 2009).    
 
Results  
 Nomadic ranchers, such as Kurdish nomads of North Khorasan province, the nomads of the northern Semnan 
province, and the ranchers of around Gorgan city, comprised around 88.62% of whole ranchers in the area while 
settling ranchers, Turkmen people, were about 11.38% of them (Table 1). 
 

Table 1: population of ranchers in the area 
Settlement condition Frequency Percentage 

(%) 

Native (Turkmen) 23 11.38 
Non-native (other 
nomads) 

179 88.62 

Total 202 100 

 
 
 The most ranchers were uneducated (60.89%) or low literacy (21.78%) that was considerably embraced the 
main percentages of people (Table 2).  

Table 2: the literacy rank of the ranchers 
Literacy level Frequency Percentage 

Uneducated 123 60.89 
Low literacy 44 21.78 
Middle school 22 10.89 
Diploma 12 5.94 
Bachelor 1 0.50 

Total 202 100 

 
 From 202 questionnaire forms, about 94.55% (191 ranchers) had grazing permission and 5.45 % (11 ranchers) 
were without this license. When as secondary occupation, about 68.80% (141 ranchers) of the ranchers were 
farmers (including the native people, as the most of them, and nomadic people who follow up the agricultural 
activities in their own land), one person (0.59%) has modern animal husbandry, one of them (0.59%) has farmland 
and garden, and 59 people (29.20%) do not have any lateral jobs. 
About 29.70% (60 people) of the ranchers have dealt with ranching about 26-30 years and some of them (2 
people) have ranched more than 76 years (0.99%) (Fig. 1). 
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Fig. 1:  ranching period of the ranchers in the area 

 
 The number of heads in the herd from the most ranchers was 51-100 (30.69%) that showed the most of them 
were underling ranchers while the herds with more than 250 heads (24.77%) (Fig. 2). On the other hands, the 
ranching of the area was a bit much and this means many exfoliators were the area that can make trouble to 
production cycle.    
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Fig. 2:  the number of head in the herd of the area 

 
 The most damages to the ranchers have occurred from wolves attacking 29 (14.36%) and wolves attacking 
and downfall of altitude (14.36%). There are many damages causes which are mentioned by ranchers and have 
been brought out into table 3.  
 

Table 3. damages causes were mentioned by ranchers in the area 
Subject Freq. Perc.  

(%) 
Subject Freq. Perc.  

(%) 

firing 1 0.5 wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-drought 2 0.99 
firing-subsidy forage 1 0.5 wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-larceny 6 2.97 
animal disease 1 0.5 wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-drop to cavity 5 2.48 
animal disease-non permission entrance 
of animal  

1 0.5 wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-drop to cavity-
drought- snake biting  

1 0.5 

animal disease-deficit of forage 4 1.98 wolf attacking-downfall of altitude- snake biting  1 0.5 
lamb squandering 3 1.49 wolf attacking-drop to cavity 1 0.5 
animal squandering 3 1.49 wolf attacking- lack of rangeland 1 0.5 
animal squandering-ploughing 2 0.99 drought 3 1.49 
animal squandering during maternity 2 0.99 drought-firing 3 1.49 
leopard attacking 2 0.99 drought-pests-downfall of altitude 1 0.5 
wolf attacking 29 14.36 drought-animal squandering 7 3.47 
wolf attacking-lamb squandering 9 4.46 drought-animal squandering-downfall of altitude 1 0.5 
wolf attacking-animal squandering 4 1.98 drought-animal squandering-entrance of grazing 

without permission 
5 2.48 

wolf attacking-squandering of lamb and 
animal 

1 0.5 drought-animal downfall 2 0.99 

wolf attacking-drought 19 9.41 drought-entrance of grazing without permission 8 3.96 
wolf attacking-larceny 5 2.48 drought-entrance of grazing without permission-

pests 
1 0.5 

wolf attacking-larceny-animal 
squandering 

1 0.5 drought-entrance of grazing without permission-
ploughing 

1 0.5 

wolf attacking-downfall of altitude 29 14.36 drought-lack of forage 2 0.99 
wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-
larceny 

1 0.5 drought-grazing without permission-ploughing 1 0.5 

wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-lamb 
squandering 

1 0.5 drought-disease 1 0.5 

wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-
drought 

2 0.99 ranching without grazing permission 1 0.5 

wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-other 
ranchers without grazing permission 

1 0.5 downfall from altitude 7 3.47 

wolf attacking-drop to cavity 2 0.99 downfall from altitude-firing 1 0.5 
wolf attacking-flooding 1 0.5 ploughing 2 0.99 
wolf attacking-snake biting 1 0.5 lack of forage 1 0.5 
wolf attacking-snake biting-drop to cavity 1 0.5 lack of forage-animal squandering 2 0.99 
wolf attacking-diseases 1 0.5 lack of forage-drought 1 0.5 
wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-animal 
disease 

1 0.5 wolf attacking-animal abducting-downfall from 
altitude 

2 0.99 

wolf attacking-downfall of altitude-lamb 
squandering 

1 0.5 snake biting 2 0.99 
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 The most important target of the research goes back to enter the insurer firms into the business of ranchers 
and their products. This scope was evaluated by means of ranchers’ opinions (Table 4). Lack of economic 
advantages (52.97%) and far distance of the private insurer firms from ranchers’ position and lack of economic 
gains (14.85%) were the most causes of this case. The interesting case is that participatory of ranchers to insuring 
(3.96%) in small amounts was the third position. The far distance of the private insurer firms individually (3.47%) 
has the fourth ranks. On the other sides, the private insurer firms do not have any package or programs to insure 
the ranchers and their products.      
 

Table 4. The most scopes of lack of entrance of the insurer firms to insure were introduced by ranchers  in the area 
Subject Freq. Perc. (%) 

we do not trend to insure 2 0.99 

far distance from the private insurer 7 3.47 
far distance, lack of knowing of insurer firms 2 0.99 
far distance, distrend of rancher 1 0.5 
far distance, undesirable roads 2 0.99 
lack of awareness 6 2.97 
lack of awareness of ranchers in the area 2 0.99 
ranchers do not have enough money to pay 1 0.5 
ranchers do not have honesty 2 0.99 
lack of activities of insurer firms 2 0.99 
do not paying damages restitution 2 0.99 
do not have enough advertisement 3 1.49 
low participatory of ranchers to insuring  8 3.96 
roads are not desirable 2 0.99 
do not have enough experience of insurance experts 2 0.99 
Lack of economic advantages 107 52.97 
far distance of the private insurer firms from ranchers’ position and lack of economic 
gains 

30 14.85 

far distance of the private insurer firms from ranchers’ position and lack of economic 
gains, ranchers do not trend to insure 

4 1.98 

Lack of economic advantages, do not have enough advertisement  4 1.98 
Lack of economic advantages,  ranchers do not trend to insure 8 3.96 
I do not reply the question 3 0.99 

 
Discussion and conclusion 
 As a tragedy, some people were ranching more than 75 years that after long time, they should be retired. They 
do not have any life insurance to have some rest in the end of age. They have claimed in interviews that they could 
not found any salary to pass their daily life and consequently to give up the ranching. It can be considered other 
ranchers who were ranching more than 50 years and in this case, life insurance can be noted by the private insurer 
firms (Mahdavi and Rinaz, 2006). 
 Regarding to have less than 100 heads animal in each herd for each rancher, it showed that the number of 
exploiters have increased that this factor have raised a competition between ranchers to covet the rangeland for 
grazing and to go toward to outrage the agricultural land so that it was made many social abnormalcy in the area. 
The farmers have protested that the ranchers come into their lands and discompose their productive cycles. These 
new generations of ranchers have claimed in the interviews that they do not know any job else to deal with it. 
Moreover, they have lived and ranched with their parents long time and after pass away them, the herd was divided 
to sons; hence, they have the advantage as small herd. Consequently, the numbers of exploiters and herds have 
increased, but the area of rangeland was the same. In this manner, competition to exploiting will be raised even 
between children of a dead father because they should serve to their families and it is necessitous to have more 
livestock and selling them or their products. These factors should be considered to some natural hazard elements 
such as drought, flooding, firing and so on (Horowitz & Lichtenberg, 1993; Fraisse et al., 2006; McCallister, 2014; 
Muzari et al., 2014) that make serious trouble to the ranchers. 
Therefore, the private insurer firms can enter into this business to reduce the ranchers and farmers anxiety and 
from other hands, they can find new opportunities to invest and get increase their goods as well. 
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