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This paper discusses a proposal that 
home buyers be enabled to access their 
superannuation (hereafter, ‘super’) 
accounts when buying a home. Variations 
on this proposal have been suggested by 
the Treasury (1997), the Falinski Inquiry, 
the Bragg inquiry, the Federal Liberal and 
National parties (hereafter, ‘the Coalition’ ), 
and many others.

The paper is in three parts. The first 
discusses the rationale.

Building housing equity and superannuation 
are alternative methods of providing 
security in retirement. While the 
government has an interest in ensuring 
people make provision for their retirement, 
it does not have a clear interest in how they 
do so. If an individual wishes to save for 
their retirement by paying off a mortgage, 
instead of by accumulating superannuation, 
it is not clear why the government should 
obstruct that choice.

Owning a home is an important aspiration 
in Australian culture. Governments from 
different jurisdictions and different parties 
have enthusiastically encouraged it. That 
reflects a mix of perceived benefits to the 
buyer and to broader society. Allowing 
borrowers to use their superannuation 
would be a more efficient and equitable 
means of promoting home ownership than 
First Home Owners Grants; providing more 
assistance at lower fiscal cost, with less 
redistribution.

Furthermore, there are inefficient frictions 
and obstacles to access finance for housing, 
which superannuation may be able to 
reduce.

The second part of the paper discusses 
quantitative effects.

The median superannuation balance of first 
home buyers (including both balances of 
those who buy as a couple) is 92% of their 
deposit. So deposit-constrained buyers 
could almost double their demand for 
housing. Alternatively, 392,000 households 
may choose to buy a home earlier than 
otherwise, in which case the home 
ownership rate might increase by up to 4 

percentage points, from 66% (in the 2019-
20 Survey of Income and Housing) to 70%.

The third part of the paper discusses 
alternative approaches.

Superannuation could be accessed by 
withdrawing funds from the home buyer’s 
account. Many proposals and related 
schemes overseas (such as US 401(k)s or 
Canadian RRSPs) require that these funds 
be repaid, possibly with interest or — as 
the Coalition has proposed — as a share of 
capital appreciation when the property is 
sold. Under central assumptions, a typical 
borrower who used their super to pay for 
a deposit, then repaid it 10 years later 
upon sale of the property, would have a 
retirement account $53,600 lower at age 
65.

The reduction in retirement accounts could 
be avoided if superannuation was used 
as security or collateral for home loans. 
This would overcome the deposit hurdle 
— the binding constraint for many first 
homebuyers — but would involve higher 
mortgage payments.

Both approaches achieve the objectives 
above. However, they also have a common 
limitation. They improve access to finance 
and hence boost the demand for housing. 
Unless the supply of housing increases, this 
will increase housing prices, aggravating 
housing affordability. For this reason, the 
Falinski and Bragg inquiries explicitly noted 
that any policies that make it easier to buy 
housing would need to be coupled with 
measures to increase supply. Specifically, 
the Falinski Report called for a relaxation 
of planning restrictions to allow greater 
housing density.

Moreover, further promotion of home-
ownership is controversial, given the 
large subsidies and tax concessions that 
owner-occupiers already receive relative to 
renters. These problems (and the excess 
demand, noted above) would be mitigated 
if super for housing replaced existing 
subsidies, such as First Home Owners 
Grants.

1. Summary and introduction

http://www.cis.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/1997_Paper.pdf
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/House/Former_Committees/Tax_and_Revenue/Housingaffordability/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024
https://www.liberal.org.au/our-plan-housing-and-home-ownership
https://www.liberal.org.au/our-plan-housing-and-home-ownership


2

Many supporters of using super for housing 
see it as a means of weakening compulsory 
superannuation. For them, the issues 
are clear and simple. However, this is a 
minority position. Compulsory super with a 
contribution rate rising to 12% is supported 
by all of Australia’s major political parties. 
That is important context for any discussion 
of changes to that system. Reform proposals 
need to address the system’s rationale.

Using superannuation for housing 
helps achieve the objectives of the 
superannuation system, while avoiding 
some of the disadvantages. Specifically, 
it facilitates saving for retirement, but 
allows the individual to choose how this 
is done, without creating an obstacle to 
homeownership. 

There are several reasons the government 
makes people save for their retirement.

First is paternalism. There is strong evidence 
that people tend to be short-sighted — 
placing inadequate weight on the distant 
future (Hamilton, Liu, Miranda-Pinto, and 
Sainsbury, 2024). So they make inadequate 
provision for their retirement; a decision they 
later regret. Compulsory superannuation is 
intended to make a decision for people that 
society and their later selves will regard as in 
their own interest.

Second, superannuation partially replaces 
collective provision of retirement incomes 
with self-reliance. Society does not want 
retirees to be destitute, so provides an 
age pension at taxpayer expense. This can 
be thought of as providing insurance, and 
— like any insurance — it creates moral 
hazard. It reduces incentives to work and 
save. Compulsory self-provision has better 
incentives. The disincentive to work due 
to the age pension would be less if funds 
were going to the worker’s own retirement, 
instead of other people’s retirement. People 
will work harder for their own benefit than 
they will for others.

An overlapping but distinct argument is 
fiscal sustainability. Reductions in spending 

on the age pension would, in themselves, 
improve the federal budget balance; which, 
in turn, is desirable as it reduces the need 
for distortionary or confiscatory taxes. 
That benefit must be balanced against 
the distortionary implications of how one 
reduces the pension.

Against these objectives of compulsory 
superannuation, there are also costs. 
Compulsory superannuation distorts saving 
and investment decisions. It prevents 
individuals allocating income and investment 
over time and across assets in a way that 
suits their individual circumstances. In 
particular, it makes saving for a home 
deposit unnecessarily difficult. It requires 
people to borrow and save simultaneously, 
generating unnecessary financial 
intermediation and default risk.

Super for housing retains the benefits of 
compulsory saving, while reducing the costs. 
Retirement saving does not need to be in the 
form of superannuation; the savings could 
instead be in home equity.

Fiscal considerations are complicated. 
Superannuation reduces taxes on income 
when it is received and saved. Some see 
this as concessional. Others see it as moving 
to a more efficient expenditure base for 
taxation, offsetting other biases in the tax 
system. When compared to a (simple but 
distortionary) income tax benchmark, the 
tax concessions are regressive, favouring 
those on high marginal income tax rates. 
Super for housing arguably makes these 
problems worse. Housing is even more 
concessionally taxed and inequitably 
distributed than superannuation.1 
Nevertheless, those concessions seem to 
have community support. From an efficiency 
perspective, the concessional treatment of 
housing is an issue because it encourages 
too many resources to flow into that 
sector. However, this is more than offset by 
planning restrictions, which reduce supply 
overall. We discuss effects on housing 
demand and prices below.

PART I: RATIONALE

2. The objectives of compulsory superannuation

https://download.ssrn.com/23/09/13/ssrn_id4570772_code2913676.pdf?response-content-disposition=inline&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEP3%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIE%2BEl9o7CVc00ZwiOJFZG9vcSl7OBrnYvZ5z9Xqg%2BgFPAiBdjdjOxYiu5W6Jg4%2BJSkN4II0nWPAPJEeS8mvwPXORRCrGBQiG%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F8BEAQaDDMwODQ3NTMwMTI1NyIMLSXL6iRxddtVpGr9KpoF0ZGa9HRAREIqDw12kd1TUUEcmtdpPvrpWvor3Q0PeIcqN0MAOWW7pJ2SunbnWNKV7Fd%2FzCGkpgKNUdwt%2BE6rAkHf5MI8%2F%2BSAbwFeed77gBr4i3%2FrQGef4yGIcn4dn74QB6E0V2TBoKWO0P%2F2So19DVFA%2B0h5%2FXSy%2FjeX%2B0HtdqJaGJjHDpdqm%2FD%2Fekexo02oFAANjtc2eiWSPzDEpv%2FEQbBnc7GCLvTRr2%2FQNX1Dg%2BjElbhAmKAWrsvhiltS2abqcWRWj%2Biecoy0pcJD6mZe7LT5RuhTeu55%2FEmZ9xM6eRb%2FF4TKC6PXGQxhEOLV5XZjBEcNpYSNmB2vSuvOLIsO0DB%2BnU9ey%2B9PLgqbJfRzcaj%2FRiwBnDUBBdXw3FJVuiEbJF5MsivWf9yXzvN%2BKlC2tGGJUsOYuNZO0adjW18aDXGaWLcQHrmUSbs2iNeu49JD0354B2iTqmb1IxZ39aKX6hvnn1E4d8C53TnJ42fo%2FwauDVXLQAIhtH2DfvvUsRr0JitGD4TwjY5txa793YOtyqbkuGvvai5yq3jVj%2BSFmEcOfghG%2B%2BRc6f7%2B%2FMMSd65fF%2BqXEFTkb08GHcQODKQlbSY80EvCiIurRVFEcKLmkiWQRnxaj2zFgT2rfPuYVfansNiGgzhNdWs%2Fe4Q3E5Vr7RZbYMy%2By5cxracY7kzehAdSR3c8LqoMyVaw3p02b3ijniYe35b4a31Sumd6pQvvlUSuZzKntoq26QI5ppEArDcivYApjbjaIlHXu1bf%2ByctskqB1q%2BDHENsr7YaZdZ2P9LGtoUr2LfvAdq2hCCBmVQ9dW0AySL1%2FoQfjUBjdAMOXwkrkoHMffCl0zcMBTKX0y1rpgcduy4mUQ3he4mjwUlPeC%2B7qJI0CCRQMJT3wLkGOrIBIZIjzBl3l2Fpw4%2FUbDnsTbWbr3EzoPKxKSYlefcGO8LAYrTfeEYMo4QWpukccZm5Gw7FuqylZy8L128eHNnW%2FJ1jYNH2KPzLmbrw3F1GUc743Pchr08QEMVa5bQo96Me8Pax%2FQpxUUwhHMxUL5NJybFBnL01qsU07iNgSBANo1sMyka6pPxla4kSk6Q%2FHA%2F%2BvndMe6%2Bhz17Ch3CZvUyTZtJZJX5TWwwSbpTUsBNOIiZPhA%3D%3D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20241110T053203Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAUPUUPRWE6AMLYOES%2F20241110%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=3605e9223a62afbf1704e5409653b27d340fcefe8f537c7c4fabf26fd3c30cb1&abstractId=4389699
https://download.ssrn.com/23/09/13/ssrn_id4570772_code2913676.pdf?response-content-disposition=inline&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEP3%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIE%2BEl9o7CVc00ZwiOJFZG9vcSl7OBrnYvZ5z9Xqg%2BgFPAiBdjdjOxYiu5W6Jg4%2BJSkN4II0nWPAPJEeS8mvwPXORRCrGBQiG%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F8BEAQaDDMwODQ3NTMwMTI1NyIMLSXL6iRxddtVpGr9KpoF0ZGa9HRAREIqDw12kd1TUUEcmtdpPvrpWvor3Q0PeIcqN0MAOWW7pJ2SunbnWNKV7Fd%2FzCGkpgKNUdwt%2BE6rAkHf5MI8%2F%2BSAbwFeed77gBr4i3%2FrQGef4yGIcn4dn74QB6E0V2TBoKWO0P%2F2So19DVFA%2B0h5%2FXSy%2FjeX%2B0HtdqJaGJjHDpdqm%2FD%2Fekexo02oFAANjtc2eiWSPzDEpv%2FEQbBnc7GCLvTRr2%2FQNX1Dg%2BjElbhAmKAWrsvhiltS2abqcWRWj%2Biecoy0pcJD6mZe7LT5RuhTeu55%2FEmZ9xM6eRb%2FF4TKC6PXGQxhEOLV5XZjBEcNpYSNmB2vSuvOLIsO0DB%2BnU9ey%2B9PLgqbJfRzcaj%2FRiwBnDUBBdXw3FJVuiEbJF5MsivWf9yXzvN%2BKlC2tGGJUsOYuNZO0adjW18aDXGaWLcQHrmUSbs2iNeu49JD0354B2iTqmb1IxZ39aKX6hvnn1E4d8C53TnJ42fo%2FwauDVXLQAIhtH2DfvvUsRr0JitGD4TwjY5txa793YOtyqbkuGvvai5yq3jVj%2BSFmEcOfghG%2B%2BRc6f7%2B%2FMMSd65fF%2BqXEFTkb08GHcQODKQlbSY80EvCiIurRVFEcKLmkiWQRnxaj2zFgT2rfPuYVfansNiGgzhNdWs%2Fe4Q3E5Vr7RZbYMy%2By5cxracY7kzehAdSR3c8LqoMyVaw3p02b3ijniYe35b4a31Sumd6pQvvlUSuZzKntoq26QI5ppEArDcivYApjbjaIlHXu1bf%2ByctskqB1q%2BDHENsr7YaZdZ2P9LGtoUr2LfvAdq2hCCBmVQ9dW0AySL1%2FoQfjUBjdAMOXwkrkoHMffCl0zcMBTKX0y1rpgcduy4mUQ3he4mjwUlPeC%2B7qJI0CCRQMJT3wLkGOrIBIZIjzBl3l2Fpw4%2FUbDnsTbWbr3EzoPKxKSYlefcGO8LAYrTfeEYMo4QWpukccZm5Gw7FuqylZy8L128eHNnW%2FJ1jYNH2KPzLmbrw3F1GUc743Pchr08QEMVa5bQo96Me8Pax%2FQpxUUwhHMxUL5NJybFBnL01qsU07iNgSBANo1sMyka6pPxla4kSk6Q%2FHA%2F%2BvndMe6%2Bhz17Ch3CZvUyTZtJZJX5TWwwSbpTUsBNOIiZPhA%3D%3D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20241110T053203Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAUPUUPRWE6AMLYOES%2F20241110%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=3605e9223a62afbf1704e5409653b27d340fcefe8f537c7c4fabf26fd3c30cb1&abstractId=4389699
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A separate rationale for using 
superannuation for housing is that it 
facilitates home ownership at little cost to 
the taxpayer.

Owning a home is an important aspiration 
in Australian culture; and many want 
to assist and promote it. It is common 
to financially assist family members to 
purchase a home. This partly reflects a 
desire to help the next generation at an 
important but difficult stage in their lives. 
More broadly, governments from different 
jurisdictions and different parties have 
enthusiastically encouraged home purchase, 
for example through first homeowner 
grants and exemptions from stamp duty.

Whether they should do so is controversial. 
Home ownership has external benefits. 
Owners tend to have more civic 
engagement, they better maintain their 
garden, they contribute to local public goods 
and so on. Providing residents a ‘stake’ 
in their community promotes citizenship. 
However, these external benefits are 
estimated to be relatively modest (Glaeser 
and Shapiro, 2003). Homeowners also vote 
more conservatively than renters, though 
views presumably differ on the desirability 
and importance of that.

Home ownership is already heavily 
subsidised, relative to renting. This 
includes the exemption of imputed rent 
from income tax, exemption from land tax, 
full exemption from capital gains tax, and 
partial exemption from the means test for 
the age pension. First home buyers get 
further grants and tax exemptions. APRA 
imposes higher capital requirements on 
loans for rental property than on owner 
occupiers, creating a 20 basis point interest 
differential. Tax deductions for rental 
costs and subsidies to renters through 
Commonwealth Rental Assistance and 
public housing provide small partial offsets.

These subsidies and concessions to home 
ownership are paid for by those who do not 
own a home; that is, renters. Given that 
renters have less wealth and income than 
home owners, this seems inequitable.

The preferential treatment of owner-
occupiers may reflect political distortions. 

The benefits are visible, direct and popular, 
while the costs imposed on renters are 
hidden and indirect. Claimed policy 
rationales are weak. Many externalities 
of home ownership, such as community 
participation, are more accurately described 
as benefits of long tenure. While long 
tenure for homeowners is encouraged by 
stamp duty (a tax on turnover), a more 
cost-effective approach would provide 
greater security of tenure for rental 
tenants; for example, by reducing the 
progressivity of land tax. It is sometimes 
suggested that APRA’s penalisation of 
rental property reflects its greater systemic 
risk. However, the absence of evidence 
supporting those claims (with lower gearing 
and arrears rates for investors2) suggest 
that political factors are more important.

To avoid exacerbating the preferential 
treatment for owner-occupiers and their 
consequent distortions, super for housing 
could replace less-justifiable subsidies, such 
as First Home Owners Grants. Whereas 
most First Home Owners Grants are about 
$10,000 per purchase, the median first 
home owner’s superannuation balance, 
discussed below, is $62,500. So super for 
housing could provide more assistance 
(measured in terms of initial cash outlay, 
not present value) at less fiscal cost.

Because First Home Owners Grants involve 
a subsidy from the taxpayer, they are 
distortionary and arguably inequitable. 
Consequently, the program is tightly 
restricted — for example, the limit on home 
value is $750,000 (which excludes most 
of Sydney). In contrast, if the buyer is 
borrowing from themselves, distortions are 
fewer, inequitable transfers are avoided and 
there is less reason for these restrictions. 
Changing First Home Owners Grants would 
require coordination with the states.

Accessing superannuation also overcomes 
some barriers to finance. Simultaneously 
saving via super while borrowing via 
a mortgage involves extra financial 
intermediation. The spread between 
borrowing and lending rates suggests this 
intermediation is costly, reflecting real 
resource costs and frictions like moral 
hazard and adverse selection (Quiggin, 

3. Promotion of home ownership

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/tpe.17.20140504
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/tpe.17.20140504
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1475-4932.1993.tb02123.x
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1993). The financial system often seems 
to prevent worthwhile loans. For example, 
borrowers can be assessed as unable to 
service a loan even though the repayments 
are lower than the rent a tenant has reliably 

been paying. A difficulty in addressing these 
objectives is that the underlying market or 
regulatory failure is not clear, making the 
argument difficult to assess and appropriate 
remedies difficult to design.

Using super for housing would have 
widespread effects on many variables. 
However, quantification of these effects is 
lacking. Submissions to the Bragg inquiry 
on super for housing were riddled with 
claims lacking quantitative evidence. Most 
of the predicted effects were speculative. 
Many are difficult to take seriously. 

This part of the paper attempts to 
partially remedy this. It does not provide 
a comprehensive assessment, but it is a 
start. We focus on how homebuyers might 
respond to the ability to access their super. 
This includes:

a)  They could buy larger, nicer homes.

b)  They could buy better located homes, 
closer to the city centre.

c)  They could change the timing of home 
purchase, to buy earlier.

d)  They could increase their deposit, 
reducing their mortgage.

e)  They could buy instead of a lifetime of 
renting.

f) They could do nothing. 

Section 5 helps to quantify options a) and 
b). Section 7 helps to quantify option c). 
Section 8 briefly discusses other effects, 
which may be less important.

For some purposes, how home buyers 
respond may not matter. If the objective 
is to give home buyers greater choice of 
how their savings are invested or when 
they buy, or more broadly to improve their 

welfare, then they might choose what is in 
their own best interest.

However, the implications for the housing 
market will differ. If the buyer chooses a 
larger or better-located home, the demand 
for housing will increase; that is, buyers 
wish to spend more. As mentioned in the 
introduction, unless supply is responsive, 
this would increase house prices, making 
housing less affordable for others.

However, if the buyer chooses to own their 
home instead of renting, it is not clear 
whether — or in which direction — the 
demand for housing would change. Buying 
a home to occupy involves vacating another 
dwelling. Because the mortgage payments 
on a dwelling usually exceed what it would 
rent for, liquidity-constrained households 
may buy a less-expensive dwelling than 
they previously rented. So some home 
purchases would involve a move to a less-
expensive property and a reduction in the 
demand for housing. It is not clear that 
prices would be affected much, or even in 
which direction.

PART II: ESTIMATION OF EFFECTS

4. How will buyers respond?

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1475-4932.1993.tb02123.x
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024
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By how much could superannuation 
increase deposits?

According to the Survey of Income and 
Housing, the median deposit paid by first 
home buying households in the three 
years up to 2019-20 was $68,200, while 
their median superannuation balance was 
$62,500 (in 2022-23 prices, rounded). 
That is, the median first home buyer could 
increase their deposit by 92% if they were 
able to access their superannuation. Or they 
could reduce their own cash contribution by 
92%, to $5,700. Obviously, if withdrawals 
are limited — as proposed by the Coalition 
— effects would be commensurately 
smaller.

These superannuation balances are high 
relative to other estimates. The Bragg 
Report (2024 p 37) echoed estimates 
by the CIS (2024) that superannuation 
balances of typical first home buyers 
were around $30,000 to $40,000. The 
new estimates use better data, which 
directly identify first home buyers. More 
importantly, we combine the balances of 

partners buying as a couple, which seems 
the relevant approach for financing a 
deposit. 71% of first home purchases are 
by couples.

The estimates can also be compared with 
the PBO (2022 p E-41) estimate that 
allowing withdrawals of super for housing 
would involve withdrawals of $21,325. That 
is on an individual, not household, basis 
and refers to a Coalition proposal which 
limited withdrawals to a maximum of 40% 
of the account or $50,000.

Chart 1 shows the distribution of 
superannuation balances as a percentage 
of housing deposits for households buying 
their first home. The light bars are from 
the Survey of Income and Housing (SIH) 
for 2019-20. The dark bars are from the 
Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in 
Australia (HILDA) survey using a sample we 
discuss below.

The two data sources show similar patterns. 
The following section discusses the data 
and reasons for the (small) differences.

5. Effect on Deposits

Chart 1: Distribution of super balance as % of deposit

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024/Interim_Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024/Interim_Report
https://www.cis.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/CIS-Submission-Superannuation-and-Housing.pdf
https://www.pbo.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-03/2022%20Election%20-%20ECR%20-%20Consolidated%20costing%20documents%20-%20Appendix%20E%20-%20Coalition.pdf
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According to the SIH, 45% of first home 
buyer households have superannuation 
balances larger than their deposits. That is, 
were they able to access their super, they 
would not need to provide any up-front 
payment (other than to cover stamp duty, 
conveyancing and other administrative 
charges).

An implication of high super balances is 
that allowing full access to superannuation 
would involve a large increase in housing 
demand for those first home buyers who 
are constrained by a deposit requirement. 
This is discussed further below.

The Coalition has proposed limiting 
superannuation withdrawals to $50,000 a 
participant. This would substantially limit 
the impact of the policy. In today’s prices, 
30% of single first home buyers have 
superannuation balances of more than 
$50,000 and 35% of couples have balances 
of more than $100,000. However, it is not 
clear why this limit should be applied. If 
the policy is desirable, this just reduces the 
benefits. The recent parliamentary inquiry 
chaired by Senator Andrew Bragg did not 
recommend limits.

At the other end of the scale, 35% of first 
home buyers have super balances less than 
half as large as their deposit. For these 
buyers the ability to access their super is of 
relatively limited benefit.

In the middle, the remaining 20% of 
first home buyers have super balances 
between 50 and 100% of their deposit. 
For these buyers, accessing their super 
would be of substantial help, though it 
would not obviate the need for a large cash 
contribution from the buyer.

5.1. Measurement Issues

The SIH surveyed 15,011 households 
in 2019-20, of which 1,624 bought a 
home within the past three years which 
was the first home for 565 households. 
That translates into a national average of 
140,000 first home purchases a year. The 
SIH asks about deposits at the time of 
purchase, and home equity at the time of 
the survey. We use the former.3 

The HILDA estimates require more of an 
explanation. HILDA has surveyed the same 

respondents each year from 2001, with 
detailed questions about finance every four 
years. We define a first home buyer as a 
respondent who says they live in a dwelling 
they own, excluding those who said this 
in previous surveys or the first survey. We 
pool the surveys from 2002 to 2022, update 
to 2022-23 prices and date purchase from 
the response to the question “In what 
year did the household purchase … your 
current home?” Superannuation balances 
are interpolated between financial waves 
assuming constant compound growth rates.

The longitudinal nature of HILDA enables 
us to estimate a history of superannuation 
balances for first home buyers, which we 
use in simulations below. This involves 
restricting the sample to first home 
buyers who, at a minimum, record a 
superannuation balance in the financial 
wave immediately before and after 
purchase. One effect of this restriction is to 
eliminate buyers who purchased as a couple 
but were not cohabiting in the preceding 
wave. Our sample is 1,398 purchases by 
2,073 individuals, comprising 723 singles 
and 675 couples. This is a much smaller 
proportion of couples than the SIH and we 
reweight our results to adjust for this.

While the two estimates shown in Chart 1 
follow similar contours, super/deposit ratios 
are somewhat higher in the SIH (median 
94%) than in HILDA (median 76%). This 
largely reflects lower deposits in the SIH 
(median $68,400) than in HILDA (median 
$76,900). We are not able to explain the 
difference, though expect the SIH to be 
more representative.4

Later sections discuss features of the data 
that bear upon later results. Appendix 
I discusses the HILDA sample used in 
simulations.

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024/Interim_Report
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To estimate the effect on retirement 
accounts, we make some simple but 
representative assumptions. Consider a 
policy in which home buyers are able to 
withdraw from their superannuation account 
and are required to repay that amount 
with a proportionate share of capital 
appreciation on sale of the home. This is 
a simple version of the Coalition’s policy, 
without restrictions.

Suppose a borrower withdraws the 
median (for first home buying households) 
superannuation balance of $62,500. 
According to the SIH, the median time 
spent in a dwelling by owner-occupiers is 
10 years (Bloxham, McGregor and Rankin 
2010, Graph 3). So assume the loan is 
repaid to the superannuation fund after 10 
years.

The average long-term real return on 
superannuation funds in the accumulation 
phase, after taxes and investment fees, 
has been about 4.5% per year.5 So one 
might expect the superannuation account to 
forgo that return, reducing the balance by 
$97,000 after 10 years. All these estimates 
are in constant 2022-23 dollars and assume 
no change in super contributions.

Partially offsetting this, the loan would be 
repaid with a share of the capital gains in 
the house. The average real rate of capital 
appreciation on Australian housing since 
1955 has been 2.4% a year. (Stapledon, 
2012). So the initial ‘equity share’ of 
$62,500 might be expected to grow to 
$79,200.

Subtracting capital appreciation ($79,200) 
from typical superannuation returns 
($97,000), the superannuation account 
would be $17,800 smaller immediately after 
repayment. Suppose the borrower works for 
a further 25 years — for example, if they 
bought at age 30, sold and moved house 
at age 40 and retired at age 65. Holding 
other things equal, the lower balance would 
accumulate to $53,600 (in 2022-23 dollars) 
at retirement. For comparison, the median 
superannuation balance of 60-64 year-olds 
is $183,524 (Taxation Statistics 2020-21), 
though this will rise as past increases in 
contribution rates flow through.

6. Effect on Retirement Accounts

Another illustrative alternative is to assume 
that, instead of the withdrawal being 
repaid, it is retained until retirement, 
when the rest of their super balance is 
withdrawn. Extending the period of the 
loan from 10 to 35 years, and excluding 
repayment, the superannuation fund would 
be $291,600 lower at retirement age. This 
scenario would apply if withdrawals could 
be rolled over to later home purchases as 
recommended by the Bragg inquiry. Roll-
over capability prevents home owners being 
locked in a dwelling that no longer suits 
their needs. However, it would involve a 
large reduction in retirement accounts.

In principle, large withdrawals like this 
would also occur when withdrawals are 
limited to first home buyers and the buyer 
remains in the property until retirement. 
In practice, that is rare. Only 25% of home 
buyers remain in the one property for at 
least 20 years and only 5% for at least 
40 years (Bloxham, McGregor and Rankin 
2010, Graph 3).

The estimated reduction in retirement 
accounts will be offset by increased home 
equity. The simplest case is to assume 
that the accessed superannuation was 
used to increase the deposit and lower the 
mortgage, at a real rate averaging 3%, on 
an otherwise unchanged purchase held for 
35 years. The increased home equity would 
accumulate to $175,800. That compares 
with the reduction in super balance of 
$291,600. The difference reflects the higher 
average returns on super than on mortgage 
repayments.

A more comprehensive comparison 
would also factor in savings in lenders 
mortgage insurance, increased equity from 
deposit-constrained buyers purchasing 
more expensive housing, and from wider 
home-ownership. Even allowing for these, 
the borrower is likely to be financially 
worse off, as the foregone returns from 
superannuation exceed those from paying 
off a mortgage. Nevertheless, borrowers 
will choose to access super (as discussed 
in section 9) for several reasons. Although 
super returns are high on average, they 
are also more variable and uncertain. Risk-
averse borrowers will prefer the certainty 

https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2010/jun/bu-0610-1a.html
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1467-8446.2012.00359.x
https://data.gov.au/data/dataset/07b51b39-254a-4177-8b4c-497f17eddb80/resource/ebbd32e3-4556-41e1-a8b9-33387457d518/download/ts21snapshot05indexofchartdata.xlsx
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2010/jun/bu-0610-1a.html
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of lower mortgage payments. Non-financial 
benefits of home ownership, like security 
of tenure and freedom to renovate, provide 
further compensation. Because many of 
those who access super for housing are 
likely to be financially worse off, but better 
off in non-financial terms, assessing the 
distributional and equity implications of the 
policy is difficult.

Contrary to common suggestions, the 
more comprehensive comparison discussed 
above should not include means testing of 
the age pension. Superannuation accounts 
are included in the age pension assets test 
but most home equity is not. However, 
transferring wealth from retirement accounts 
to home equity prior to retirement, need 
not affect the assets test after retirement. 
Retirees who wish to avoid the assets test 
can withdraw their super as a lump sum and 

reduce their mortgage. Conversely, retirees 
with high housing equity and low cash flow 
can take reverse mortgages (Moneysmart, 
2025). The composition of pre-retirement 
assets does not greatly constrain post-
retirement portfolios.

Assessing that net financial returns from 
superannuation exceed those from paying 
off a mortgage is standard. An exception 
is Rice and Ng (2024, Submission No 40) 
who are cited positively by the Bragg 
Report (2024 p 9). Rice and Ng assume 
superannuation returns of only 5% nominal 
(presumably 2.5% real). This assumption 
is well below the estimates in endnote 5 
or longer-term estimates of equity returns 
(Mathews, 2019). It is possible that super 
returns will be lower in future, but in that 
eventuality, mortgage rates might also be 
expected to be lower.

7.1. The home-buying decision 
of singles

Were home-buyers able to access their 
super, one option is to buy the same housing 

Chart 2: The home buying decision for single home buyers

7. Effect on home ownership

but purchase earlier. Chart 2 illustrates how 
this can be quantified. The sample is HILDA 
respondents who purchase their first home 
as a single and for whom we have a history 
of superannuation balances.

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024/Submissions
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/rdp/2019/2019-04.html
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The median deposit for this sample is 
$72,000, shown as the black horizontal 
line. (All estimates in this section are 
from HILDA, in 2022-23 dollars, using the 
Consumer Price Index, rounded to the 
nearest $000).

The median superannuation balance of 
single home buyers, when they buy their 
first home, is $35,000, lower than the 
median balance of $60,000 for all first 
home buyers, represented in Chart 1. Super 
balances up to this point are shown as 
the blue line. As expected, they increase 
steadily with time, reflecting contributions 
and investment returns. The left-most point 
on the blue line represents the median 
super balance for first home buyers for 
whom we have super data at least 12 years 
prior to purchase. The right-most point is 
the super balance in the year of purchase, 
for which we have a larger sample. The 
increase in sample size also involves a 
slight change in the composition, increasing 
the slope of the line relative to a fixed 
sample.

Data on how buyers fund their deposits are 
poor. The red line in the chart assumes they 
gradually save the full deposit at constant 
rate from when they enter the workforce 
until they buy. For an individual borrower, 
this would be a straight line. However, the 
compositional change mentioned in the 
previous paragraph imparts a slight non-
linearity. Those who buy when young have 
saved faster than those who buy when 
old. A constant saving rate is a strong 
simplifying assumption. We discuss these 
issues (including parental transfers) in 
Appendix II.

Were superannuation able to be accessed, 
buyers could use the sum of the red and 
blue lines as a deposit, shown as the green 
line. As shown in the chart, this reaches the 
deposit almost three years earlier than the 
actual purchase date; implying the median 
single home buyer could own their home 
by 27 years of age instead of 30 if they had 
access to their super.

We say could, not would. We are measuring 
financial capability, not behaviour. This is 
an upper bound on the actual response. 
Section 9 discusses the extent to which 
buyers take up these opportunities.

7.2. The home-buying decision 
of couples

The financial position of a single home buyer 
is simple, but it is not typical. The substantial 
majority of first home purchases — 71% 
according to the SIH — are by couples. 
Couples are, on average, 2 to 3 years older 
than singles when they purchase their first 
home. Reflecting that, and higher combined 
income and demographic differences, 
they have substantially higher combined 
superannuation balances at the time of 
purchase:- $94,000 compared with $35,000 
for singles. It is the combined balances of the 
couple that would determine the amount of 
super available for the deposit. Somewhat 
surprisingly, the deposits paid by couples are 
only slightly larger than singles. The median 
deposit of a couple purchasing their first home 
is $81,000, compared to $72,000 for singles. 
As a result, couples can bring forward their 
purchase by more than singles.

A limitation of our longitudinal data is that 
couple respondents often represent survey 
respondents partnering with people from 
outside the survey, for whom we do not have 
a history of superannuation balances. So a 
version of chart 2 for couples would largely 
reflect changes in the composition of our 
sample. More importantly, couples will enter 
HILDA only after they share a household. 
Outside partners with large superannuation 
balances before this — and hence the 
capacity to buy earlier — will be excluded 
from our estimates. This imparts a downward 
bias to our estimates of homeownership. 
However, as the ‘couple’ were not cohabiting 
it is not clear they would have had both the 
intent and ability to jointly purchase, so the 
truncation may not be severe. Appendix I 
further discusses this complication.

7.3. The distribution of home 
buyers

We can construct estimates corresponding 
to Chart 2 for each of the 1,398 first 
home buyers in HILDA for whom we 
have their actual deposit and history of 
superannuation balances. Chart 3 shows 
the distribution by age of first home buyers 
in the simulation sample (the light bars) 
and when they may have bought were they 
able to access their super (the dark bars).
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Chart 3: Age at purchase of first home; Potential effect of access to superannuation 

Chart 4 shows the difference between these 
distributions; that is, how much earlier each 

of these respondents could have bought. 
The average bring-forward is 2.8 years.

Chart 4: Potential bring-forward of home purchases
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These estimates represent a temporary 
increase in the flow into home-ownership 
and, assuming no change in the exit flow, 
a permanent increase in the stock. To 
calculate the increase in home-ownership 
from people being able to buy earlier, 
we multiply the average bring-forward 
(2.8 years) by the annual flow of first 
home buyers in the SIH (140,000), 
giving 392,000 new homeowners. That 
would represent an increase in the home 
ownership rate of 4% of households, from 
66% (in the 2019-20 SIH) to 70%.

The analysis of the Parliamentary Budget 
Office (2024) assumes, as they were asked 
to, that 20% of renters (or approximately 
6% of households) would purchase a home 
in response to the Coalition’s proposal. That 
would be similar to this paper’s estimates if 
one assumed that all home buyers used their 
superannuation to buy earlier and almost all 
the available super was accessed (not 40% 
as per Coalition policy). The PBO assumption 
would be higher than our estimates if some 
first home buyers were to instead use their 
super to buy more expensive homes.

8. Secondary effects

As noted in Section 4, there are many 
different ways in which home buyers might 
respond to the ability to access their super. 
Sections 5, 6 and 7 discussed some of 
the more important of these. Two other 
possibilities are worth noting.

Home buyers might respond to the ability 
to access their super by increasing their 
deposit, reducing their mortgage. This 
seems unlikely to be important. It effectively 
means withdrawing funds from a high-
return asset so as to reduce a mortgage 
rate with a lower return. As discussed in 
section 7, this would reduce the lifetime 
income of a permanent home-owner, who 
rolls over their superannuation liability, 
by $115,800 (=$291,600–$175,800). 
Unless a borrower is paying prohibitive 
lenders mortgage insurance, accessing 
superannuation is only financially beneficial 
for constrained borrowers unable to buy as 
much or as early as they would like. 

Another possibility is buying instead 
of a lifetime of renting. This is difficult 
to quantify, though it is possibly also 
unimportant. Retirees already have access 
to their superannuation for any purpose, 
including buying a dwelling with a lump 
sum. However, very few retirees take 
advantage of this opportunity. The rate of 
current-home-ownership plateaus at about 
80% by the age of 60. As shown in Chart 
5, the rate of ever-having-owned plateaus 
at about 90% at a similar age. 96% of 

transitions into home-ownership observed 
among those currently in their 60s and 
70s (the Baby Boomers) occurred prior to 
their 50th birthday. The policy of ‘super 
for housing’ is sometimes motivated by a 
desire to increase security in retirement 
and opposed by those who fear it makes 
retirees ‘asset rich and cash poor’. However, 
the policy does not substantially change the 
incentives or constraints facing retirees.

https://www.pbo.gov.au/publications-and-data/publications/costings/impact-super-housing-commonwealth-rent-assistance-35-59-age-cohort
https://www.pbo.gov.au/publications-and-data/publications/costings/impact-super-housing-commonwealth-rent-assistance-35-59-age-cohort
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Chart 5: Cumulative percentage of transition into ownership of residential property 
from age 15 by generation, 2022

Notes: Estimates are one minus the estimated survival probability of being yet to purchase a residential property 
using the method of Kaplan & Meier (1958). Weighted estimates using the responding person sample weights. 
Source: Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia survey wave 22.

9. The take-up rate 

The previous sections suggested that 
allowing access to super would enable first 
home buyers to offer up to $62,500 (at 
the median) more for their home deposits; 
increase the home ownership rate by up to 
4 percentage points; or some combination 
of these.

These are upper limits, assuming that 
buyers use their entire superannuation 
balances. How much of these available 
funds would they actually access?

As Deloitte (2024) and the Super Members 
Council (SMC) (2024) suggest, New 
Zealand’s KiwiSaver program provides 
a guide.6 KiwiSaver provides defined-
contribution, tax-preferred retirement 

accounts from which members can 
withdraw to purchase a first home. 
Withdrawals for first home purchase have 
averaged 40,400 a year over the past 
five years (NZ Inland Revenue, 2024). 
Total loans to first home borrowers have 
averaged 28,100 a year (RBNZ, 2024). 
Assuming that 71% of these loans are to 
couples, as in Australia, that would put the 
number of individual first home buyers at 
about 48,100 a year.

This suggests that 40,400/48,100 = 84% 
of first home buyers withdraw from their 
KiwiSaver accounts to buy a home. This is 
marginally less than the 87% estimate of 
Deloitte and SMC, reflecting use of more 
recent data than they had available.

However, while the effect on lifetime 
ownership may be small, it is presumably 
positive. So the effect of allowing super for 

housing on home-ownership is presumably 
slightly larger than our estimates. 
Quantification of this is for future research.

https://smcaustralia.com/app/uploads/2024/05/2024-05-08-Briefing-note-Deloitte-modelling-of-the-long-term-fiscal-costs-of-early-release-of-super-for-housing.pdf
https://smcaustralia.com/app/uploads/2024/05/Super-Members-Council-Briefing-note-Price-impacts-of-withdrawing-super-for-housing-1.pdf
https://www.ird.govt.nz/about-us/tax-statistics/kiwisaver/withdrawals/number
https://www.rbnz.govt.nz/statistics/series/lending-and-monetary/new-residential-mortgage-lending-by-borrower-type
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The average withdrawal for first home 
purchase in 2023-24 was NZD$37,100 
($33,500 AUD), which is slightly larger than 
the average KiwiSaver account balance 
of NZ$33,100. That suggests withdrawals 
come from larger than average accounts 
and that most withdrawals are close to the 
full account balance.

Perhaps the main difference between 
KiwiSaver and Australian superannuation 
accounts is that the latter are compulsory 
and so include funds the contributors would 
not have voluntarily made. Accordingly, 
more superannuation funds might be 
expected to be withdrawn when given the 
opportunity. That is, the take-up from super 
might be higher.

Other sources of information do not provide 
as precise a guide and are somewhat 
mixed. However, on balance, they also point 
to a high take-up rate.

25-34-year-olds in Sydney and Perth tell 
Troy and coauthors (2023) they are anxious 

to buy, but the deposit is a major barrier. 
In our discussions with finance and housing 
industry participants, we hear similar reports. 
However, the deposit constraint becomes less 
binding as mortgage rates rise.

Chart 6 shows the distribution of deposits, 
as a proportion of purchase price. In the 
SIH, 76% of first home buyers’ deposits 
are less than 20% of the purchase price, 
with 45% being less than 10% of the price. 
These borrowers will tend to be short 
on liquidity. Many will be paying Lenders 
Mortgage Insurance. Current market 
quotes suggest that Lenders Mortgage 
Insurance is about 1% with a 15% deposit, 
2% with 10% or 4% with a 5% deposit. 
The potential ability to reduce mortgage 
insurance is a substantial financial 
advantage of accessing superannuation, 
especially for households with little wealth. 
In contrast, only 10% of first home buyers 
make deposits of 20% or more and only 
7% make deposits of 30% or more; these 
borrowers would have little need to access 
superannuation.

Chart 6: Distribution of deposits as % of purchase price 

First homeowners react quickly and strongly 
to new finance. As shown in Chart 7, 
loans to owner-occupier first homeowners 
soared after the First Home Owners Grant 
of $7,000 in July 2000 (doubled in March 

2001), the First Home Owners Boost of up 
to $14,000 in October 2008 and again after 
the HomeBuilder grants of up to $25,000 in 
June 2020.

https://www.fma.govt.nz/assets/Reports/KiwiSaver-Annual-Report-2024.pdf
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/395
https://www.savings.com.au/home-loans/lenders-mortgage-insurance
https://www.savings.com.au/home-loans/lenders-mortgage-insurance
https://ministers.treasury.gov.au/ministers/peter-costello-1996/media-releases/detail-additional-first-home-owners-grant-new-homes
https://ministers.treasury.gov.au/ministers/peter-costello-1996/media-releases/detail-additional-first-home-owners-grant-new-homes
https://formerministers.dss.gov.au/1912/home_owners_14oct2008/
https://treasury.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-06/Fact_sheet_HomeBuilder_0.pdf
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Chart 7: New Loans for First Home Buyers

This experience suggests that first home 
buying might also surge in response to 
availability of funds from superannuation. 
However, there are important differences. 
First home buyer grants have been 
substantially smaller than superannuation 
balances. These grants raised lifetime 
income, whereas accessing superannuation 
does not — and may even reduce it. 
Increased grants were accompanied by 
other measures that boosted lending, in 
particular large reductions in mortgage 
rates (though these had smaller effects 
on other borrowers). And some of the 
response reflected changes in the timing of 
loans that would have occurred anyway.

During the pandemic, people were allowed 
to withdraw up to $20,000 from their 
superannuation accounts. Approximately 
one sixth of the population did so, most 
withdrawing the maximum amount, using 
the money primarily for gambling and 
consumer non-durables. Hamilton, Liu, 
Miranda-Pinto, and Sainsbury (2024) 
conclude that a large share of the 
population seemed to place remarkably 
little weight on the need to save for 
their retirement. However, the pandemic 
withdrawals were rarely used for housing; 
so while this episode indicates tightly-
binding liquidity constraints, it is less 

informative about the precise consequences 
of relaxing those constraints.

In the United States, 401(k) schemes 
are defined-contribution tax-preferred 
retirement accounts, from which 
participants can borrow without penalty, 
subject to some conditions. Between 2016 
and 2020, 29% of 401(k) participants 
borrowed from their account. However, only 
2% of loans to participants (by amount 
outstanding) were home mortgages 
(Holden, Bass, and Copeland, 2023, 
endnote 20).

Source: ABS Lending Indicators, spliced with Housing Finance prior to 2002.

https://download.ssrn.com/23/09/13/ssrn_id4570772_code2913676.pdf?response-content-disposition=inline&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEP3%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIE%2BEl9o7CVc00ZwiOJFZG9vcSl7OBrnYvZ5z9Xqg%2BgFPAiBdjdjOxYiu5W6Jg4%2BJSkN4II0nWPAPJEeS8mvwPXORRCrGBQiG%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F8BEAQaDDMwODQ3NTMwMTI1NyIMLSXL6iRxddtVpGr9KpoF0ZGa9HRAREIqDw12kd1TUUEcmtdpPvrpWvor3Q0PeIcqN0MAOWW7pJ2SunbnWNKV7Fd%2FzCGkpgKNUdwt%2BE6rAkHf5MI8%2F%2BSAbwFeed77gBr4i3%2FrQGef4yGIcn4dn74QB6E0V2TBoKWO0P%2F2So19DVFA%2B0h5%2FXSy%2FjeX%2B0HtdqJaGJjHDpdqm%2FD%2Fekexo02oFAANjtc2eiWSPzDEpv%2FEQbBnc7GCLvTRr2%2FQNX1Dg%2BjElbhAmKAWrsvhiltS2abqcWRWj%2Biecoy0pcJD6mZe7LT5RuhTeu55%2FEmZ9xM6eRb%2FF4TKC6PXGQxhEOLV5XZjBEcNpYSNmB2vSuvOLIsO0DB%2BnU9ey%2B9PLgqbJfRzcaj%2FRiwBnDUBBdXw3FJVuiEbJF5MsivWf9yXzvN%2BKlC2tGGJUsOYuNZO0adjW18aDXGaWLcQHrmUSbs2iNeu49JD0354B2iTqmb1IxZ39aKX6hvnn1E4d8C53TnJ42fo%2FwauDVXLQAIhtH2DfvvUsRr0JitGD4TwjY5txa793YOtyqbkuGvvai5yq3jVj%2BSFmEcOfghG%2B%2BRc6f7%2B%2FMMSd65fF%2BqXEFTkb08GHcQODKQlbSY80EvCiIurRVFEcKLmkiWQRnxaj2zFgT2rfPuYVfansNiGgzhNdWs%2Fe4Q3E5Vr7RZbYMy%2By5cxracY7kzehAdSR3c8LqoMyVaw3p02b3ijniYe35b4a31Sumd6pQvvlUSuZzKntoq26QI5ppEArDcivYApjbjaIlHXu1bf%2ByctskqB1q%2BDHENsr7YaZdZ2P9LGtoUr2LfvAdq2hCCBmVQ9dW0AySL1%2FoQfjUBjdAMOXwkrkoHMffCl0zcMBTKX0y1rpgcduy4mUQ3he4mjwUlPeC%2B7qJI0CCRQMJT3wLkGOrIBIZIjzBl3l2Fpw4%2FUbDnsTbWbr3EzoPKxKSYlefcGO8LAYrTfeEYMo4QWpukccZm5Gw7FuqylZy8L128eHNnW%2FJ1jYNH2KPzLmbrw3F1GUc743Pchr08QEMVa5bQo96Me8Pax%2FQpxUUwhHMxUL5NJybFBnL01qsU07iNgSBANo1sMyka6pPxla4kSk6Q%2FHA%2F%2BvndMe6%2Bhz17Ch3CZvUyTZtJZJX5TWwwSbpTUsBNOIiZPhA%3D%3D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20241110T053203Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAUPUUPRWE6AMLYOES%2F20241110%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=3605e9223a62afbf1704e5409653b27d340fcefe8f537c7c4fabf26fd3c30cb1&abstractId=4389699
https://download.ssrn.com/23/09/13/ssrn_id4570772_code2913676.pdf?response-content-disposition=inline&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEP3%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCXVzLWVhc3QtMSJGMEQCIE%2BEl9o7CVc00ZwiOJFZG9vcSl7OBrnYvZ5z9Xqg%2BgFPAiBdjdjOxYiu5W6Jg4%2BJSkN4II0nWPAPJEeS8mvwPXORRCrGBQiG%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F8BEAQaDDMwODQ3NTMwMTI1NyIMLSXL6iRxddtVpGr9KpoF0ZGa9HRAREIqDw12kd1TUUEcmtdpPvrpWvor3Q0PeIcqN0MAOWW7pJ2SunbnWNKV7Fd%2FzCGkpgKNUdwt%2BE6rAkHf5MI8%2F%2BSAbwFeed77gBr4i3%2FrQGef4yGIcn4dn74QB6E0V2TBoKWO0P%2F2So19DVFA%2B0h5%2FXSy%2FjeX%2B0HtdqJaGJjHDpdqm%2FD%2Fekexo02oFAANjtc2eiWSPzDEpv%2FEQbBnc7GCLvTRr2%2FQNX1Dg%2BjElbhAmKAWrsvhiltS2abqcWRWj%2Biecoy0pcJD6mZe7LT5RuhTeu55%2FEmZ9xM6eRb%2FF4TKC6PXGQxhEOLV5XZjBEcNpYSNmB2vSuvOLIsO0DB%2BnU9ey%2B9PLgqbJfRzcaj%2FRiwBnDUBBdXw3FJVuiEbJF5MsivWf9yXzvN%2BKlC2tGGJUsOYuNZO0adjW18aDXGaWLcQHrmUSbs2iNeu49JD0354B2iTqmb1IxZ39aKX6hvnn1E4d8C53TnJ42fo%2FwauDVXLQAIhtH2DfvvUsRr0JitGD4TwjY5txa793YOtyqbkuGvvai5yq3jVj%2BSFmEcOfghG%2B%2BRc6f7%2B%2FMMSd65fF%2BqXEFTkb08GHcQODKQlbSY80EvCiIurRVFEcKLmkiWQRnxaj2zFgT2rfPuYVfansNiGgzhNdWs%2Fe4Q3E5Vr7RZbYMy%2By5cxracY7kzehAdSR3c8LqoMyVaw3p02b3ijniYe35b4a31Sumd6pQvvlUSuZzKntoq26QI5ppEArDcivYApjbjaIlHXu1bf%2ByctskqB1q%2BDHENsr7YaZdZ2P9LGtoUr2LfvAdq2hCCBmVQ9dW0AySL1%2FoQfjUBjdAMOXwkrkoHMffCl0zcMBTKX0y1rpgcduy4mUQ3he4mjwUlPeC%2B7qJI0CCRQMJT3wLkGOrIBIZIjzBl3l2Fpw4%2FUbDnsTbWbr3EzoPKxKSYlefcGO8LAYrTfeEYMo4QWpukccZm5Gw7FuqylZy8L128eHNnW%2FJ1jYNH2KPzLmbrw3F1GUc743Pchr08QEMVa5bQo96Me8Pax%2FQpxUUwhHMxUL5NJybFBnL01qsU07iNgSBANo1sMyka6pPxla4kSk6Q%2FHA%2F%2BvndMe6%2Bhz17Ch3CZvUyTZtJZJX5TWwwSbpTUsBNOIiZPhA%3D%3D&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Date=20241110T053203Z&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAUPUUPRWE6AMLYOES%2F20241110%2Fus-east-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Signature=3605e9223a62afbf1704e5409653b27d340fcefe8f537c7c4fabf26fd3c30cb1&abstractId=4389699
https://www.ebri.org/docs/default-source/pbriefs/ebri_ib_590_k-loans-12sep23.pdf?sfvrsn=7172062f_2
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/5609.0Main%20Features2November%202018?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=5609.0&issue=November%202018&num=&view=
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PART III: ALTERNATIVE POLICIES 

10. Withdrawals

Since the 2022 election, the Coalition 
parties have advocated a Super Home 
Buyer Scheme. This was modelled on a 
scheme proposed by Tim Wilson, the then 
member for Goldstein. It would allow first 
home buyers to withdraw up to $50,000 
or up to 40% of their superannuation 
(whichever is less) to invest in their first 
home. The invested amount would be 
returned to their superannuation fund when 
the house is sold, including a share of any 
capital gain.

Although this proposal is often described 
as ‘withdrawing’ from superannuation, the 
funds need to be repaid if and when the 
property is sold; so it is more accurately 
described as a loan — or perhaps more 
precisely as an equity investment, given 
that the repayment would comprise a share 
of any capital gain.

As discussed in previous sections, this 
policy would reduce retirement account 
balances, offset by higher home equity. It 
would increase the demand for housing, 
which would increase housing prices unless 
offset by other measures to reduce demand 
or increase supply. The limits of 40% 
and $50,000 per withdrawal would each 
place about a third of first home buyers’ 
superannuation accounts off limits (with 
substantial overlap).

Withdrawal of superannuation funds that 
are not repaid raises tax issues, given 
that initial contributions are concessionally 
taxed, relative to an income tax benchmark. 
From an efficiency perspective, allocation 
of extra resources to housing arguably acts 
as a partial offset to the bigger distortion 
created by zoning restrictions. In a free 
market we would have a physically larger 
housing stock (worth less, because demand 
is price-inelastic). Equity implications 
are unclear. Many commentators argue 
that the preferential taxation of owner-
occupied housing (discussed in Section 
3) is unfair, and that super for housing 
would exacerbate this unfairness. However, 
this appears to be a minority view given 
the “strong consensus” (Treasury, 2015, 

p67) against taxing income from owner-
occupied housing. Tax concessions for 
owner-occupied housing are enormous 
(when measured against an income tax 
benchmark) and super for housing would 
not materially change that. 

The Coalition’s plan would reduce 
superannuation balances. Among some 
of the plan’s supporters, a diminution of 
the role of compulsory superannuation is 
a major advantage. However, the plan’s 
designers seem to have seen this as a 
complication, if not a problem – presumably 
this is why loans are limited to 40% of the 
balance or $50,000.

The reduction in retirement saving could 
be reduced if the loan had a higher interest 
rate. For example, in the United States, 
individuals can borrow from their retirement 
fund, called a 401(k). Loans typically have 
a short repayment period and an interest 
rate tied to a benchmark like the prime 
rate, currently around 10% a year. A loan 
like that makes paying the deposit easier 
but subsequent loan repayments are 
harder.

The Coalition’s proposed Super Home Buyer 
Scheme resembles the Government’s Help 
to Buy Scheme in important respects. 
Both provide assistance with the deposit, 
repayable as a share of the capital gain. 
The fundamental difference is that under 
the Coalition’s scheme, the buyer is 
borrowing from their own superannuation, 
whereas under the Government’s scheme 
they borrow, at a concessional rate, from 
the taxpayer. Under the Coalition’s scheme, 
the buyer forgoes the earnings they would 
otherwise receive on their superannuation, 
whereas the Government’s scheme is a 
subsidy.7 Flowing from this, the Coalition 
scheme offers a moderate amount of 
assistance to a large number of home 
buyers, whereas the Government scheme 
provides large assistance to few buyers. 
Whereas about 140,000 first home buyers 
a year would be eligible for the Coalition 
proposal, the Government’s proposal 
is restricted (via income and property 

https://www.liberal.org.au/our-plan-housing-and-home-ownership
https://www.liberal.org.au/our-plan-housing-and-home-ownership
https://treasury.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-03/c2015-rethink-dp-TWP_combined-online.pdf
https://ministers.treasury.gov.au/ministers/julie-collins-2022/media-releases/help-buy-deliver-more-support-australian-homebuyers
https://ministers.treasury.gov.au/ministers/julie-collins-2022/media-releases/help-buy-deliver-more-support-australian-homebuyers
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value thresholds) to 40,000 borrowers. 
The Coalition is offering up to 40% of 
the superannuation balance, which might 
be $25,000 for the median first home 
buyer. The Government is offering much 
larger sums -- up to 40 per cent of the 

value of new homes and 30% for existing 
homes.  That represents about $255,000 
for new and $172,000 for existing, based 
on mean self-reported values by first home 
buyers in the 2019-20 SIH.

11. Using Superannuation as collateral

An alternative approach is to allow 
superannuation to be used as collateral 
or security for housing loans. This was 
proposed by Tulip (2020) and the Falinski 
(2022) and Bragg (2024) Reports.

The idea is that deposits would decline 
by the full amount of the superannuation 
balance (or possibly more, if growth in the 
balance is expected). The size of the loan, 
and hence repayments, would increase 
commensurately. Superannuation balances 
would only be reduced in the infrequent 
and unexpected event of loan foreclosure. 
Legislation governing superannuation would 
need to be amended.

According to Jarden, 5% of new home 
loans have a parental guarantor. This policy 
would enable borrowers without wealthy 
parents to use their own superannuation 
fund as guarantor.  A more ambitious 
variation would also enable parents to use 
their superannuation as security for their 
children’s loans. 

Foreclosures are infrequent. Bergmann 
(2020) examined 2.8 million residential 
mortgages that were reported in the RBA’s 
Securitisation Dataset at any point between 
July 2015 and June 2019. Around 45,000 
of these loans entered 90+ day arrears at 
some point during this period (around 1.5% 
of loans) and only 3,000 loans (0.1%) 

proceeded to foreclosure. There are reasons 
for suspecting this foreclosure rate to be 
unusually low. In particular, the period was 
short and saw rising house prices, though 
it also saw an increase in unemployment. 
However, NSW Courts data on mortgage 
repossessions from 2014 to 2024 are 
similarly tiny (Rachwani and Barrett, 
2024). Even if foreclosures were an order 
of magnitude greater, they might still be 
considered infrequent.

Because balances are unlikely to be 
touched, there is no clear reason for 
limiting the scheme. That applies both to 
limits on the proportion of the balance or to 
limits on eligible recipients. The Falinski and 
Bragg Reports recommended that use as 
collateral be limited to first home-owners, 
but the reason for this is not apparent.

Using superannuation as collateral has 
much in common with the previous policy of 
borrowing from superannuation, including 
the underlying rationale. In political terms, 
both policies transform superannuation 
from an obstacle to home ownership into 
a vehicle towards it. However, there are 
also differences, as summarised in the 
following table. For simplicity, it is assumed 
that buyers respond only by changing 
their deposit — the timing and value of the 
purchase are unchanged.

Table 1: Policy Comparisons

Effect on: Borrowing from super Superannuation as collateral

Deposit Reduced by 40% of super balance Reduced by 100% of super balance

Mortgage payments Unaffected Higher

Homeowner’s capital gain Lower Unaffected

Superannuation balance Lower Normally unaffected

https://twitter.com/peter_tulip/status/1330811917347143681
https://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/download/committees/reportrep/024864/toc_pdf/TheAustralianDream.pdf;fileType%3Dapplication%2Fpdf
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/RetirementSystem2024/Interim_Report
https://www.afr.com/companies/financial-services/the-bank-of-mum-and-dad-is-good-for-70-000-new-analysis-concludes-20231129-p5enpp
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/rdp/2020/2020-03/full.html
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/rdp/2020/2020-03/full.html
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2024/oct/06/last-resort-home-repossessions-on-track-for-decade-high-in-nsw-as-households-hit-financial-cliff
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2024/oct/06/last-resort-home-repossessions-on-track-for-decade-high-in-nsw-as-households-hit-financial-cliff
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Preferences between the two policies 
partly depend on how one weights the 
different rows. If protecting superannuation 
balances was most important (due to 
either economic considerations or political 
constraints), or if one thought the deposit 
was the biggest hurdle to home ownership, 
collateral would be preferred. Alternatively, 

if one thought the biggest obstacle to 
ownership was high mortgage payments, 
withdrawing from superannuation and 
repaying with capital gains would be more 
effective. However, policy-makers need not 
choose between these alternatives; that 
decision could be left for the borrower.

12. Conclusion

We estimate that a policy of super for 
housing would substantially increase the 
demand for housing and/or boost the 
homeownership rate. Presumably, a mix 
of the two. These effects might come at 
the expense of a reduction in retirement 
incomes, an effect that could be avoided by 
using superannuation as collateral.

For reasons of simplicity and brevity our 
estimates focus on some simple and direct 

effects and are not comprehensive. This 
paper indicates that responses to accessing 
super might be substantial, but it does 
not estimate the relative importance of 
different responses. Nor does it examine 
how subsequent homeownership and saving 
behaviour might change after a dwelling is 
purchased. Further research will provide a 
fuller picture.
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Appendix I: Sample exclusions in HILDA simulation

This appendix details the approach taken to 
form a sample of first home buyers for the 
simulation in Section 7.

The 21 HILDA surveys that took place 
between 2002 and 2022 (inclusive) include 
data on some 33,190 responding persons. 
Of these, 15,700 never owned, 12,411 
were home-owners when they entered the 
study and 5,079 became owners between 
2002 and 2022 (shares that differ from 
those reported elsewhere as they are for 
individuals, not households). HILDA includes 
data on various types of wealth every four 
years beginning in 2002. Of the new home-
owners, 3,276 responded to these ‘wealth 
waves’ either side of their home purchase, 
from which superannuation balances at the 
time of purchase can be inferred.

For singles, (which includes couples who 
cohabit but do not buy jointly) estimating 
super balances at the time of home 
purchase is straightforward. For couples, 
we want super balances for both members 
from the wealth waves immediately before 

and after the purchase, which involves 
excluding couples who buy jointly but were 
not cohabitating (and hence both surveyed) 
in the wealth wave immediately prior to 
the home purchase. This is an issue for the 
representativeness of our sample. It leaves 
2,732 responding persons.

We only have superannuation histories of 
couples from the first wave after which they 
start sharing a household and hence when 
both partners enter the survey. Our bring-
forward estimates are truncated at this 
point. Many couples may have been able to 
purchase earlier, but we do not have a full 
record of their super prior to cohabitation.

Excluding further missing observations 
and respondents whose transition into first 
homeownership is other than by buying (for 
example, by partnering with a homeowner 
who chooses to confer upon them equity 
in the dwelling) leaves 2,073 individuals, 
comprising 723 singles and 1,350 
members of couples. That represents 1,398 
households or purchases.

Appendix II: Data on savings

A difficulty in estimating how much 
earlier people might buy a home, given 
greater access to finance, is the scarcity 
of information on how first home buyers 
obtain their deposit. HILDA measures 
wealth in the years before and after home 
purchase. Unfortunately, ownership of 
many assets, including investment property 
and equities, is jointly attributed to the 
household, not the individual. (Ownership 
of owner-occupied property, superannuation 
and individual bank accounts are attributed 
to the individual). In many cases, assets 
classified as collectively owned will actually 
be owned by other members of the 
previous household a home buyer is moving 
from (for example, parents) and would not 
be available to the buyer. Of the 426 home 
purchasers who shared their household with 
other income units in the wealth wave prior 
to purchase, 232 shared the household with 
at least one parent.

A simpler approach to estimating the 
accumulation of home deposit saving is to 
assume that each individual’s savings grow 
at a constant rate from when they first begin 
paid work, to the deposit amount reported in 
the year they purchase. This is shown in the 
simulations in Charts 2, 3 and 4.

An alternative assumption is that savings 
grow at a constant percentage rate from an 
initial value of $1000 when they first begin 
paid work, to the deposit amount reported 
in the year they purchase. This assumption 
better describes buyers who step up their 
saving as purchase approaches or those for 
whom asset growth is due to compounding 
returns on investment. Under this 
assumption, the average bring-forward in 
purchase timing would be 2.1 years instead 
of 2.8 and the homeownership rate would 
increase by 3 percentage points.
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Another uncertainty concerns parental 
assistance and bequests. Many first home 
buyers rely on the ‘bank of Mum and Dad’ 
for loans, gifts and guarantees. However it 
is unclear how this varies with time, buyer’s 
saving or other factors. At one extreme 
there will be those whose parents will cover 
the deposit at any time. These purchasers 
were never liquidity-constrained; so it 
seems unlikely that access to super would 
change the timing of their home purchase. 
On the other hand, there will be those 
whose parents or an inheritance provide 
most, but not all, of the deposit; so a small 
amount of super could have a substantial 
impact on the timing of the purchase.

Data on the importance of parental 
assistance are mixed and difficult to 
interpret. In a survey of 25-34 year olds, 
43% of whom were homeowners, only 
8% had received an inheritance, gift or 
loan from family members of $20,000 or 
more (Troy and co-authors, 2023, Figure 
24). Many more received smaller transfers 
(most less than $5,000), which would have 
little effect on buying decisions. Parental 
support is important in many of Troy and 
co-authors’ case studies but their wider 
survey suggests these experiences are 
unrepresentative.

A 2023 survey of 282 mortgage brokers, by 
investment group Jarden, suggests a much 
larger role. 15% of all borrowers (implying 
most first home buyers, assuming they are 
most recipients) received help from their 
parents, with 10% receiving monetary gifts 
or loans and the remaining 5% receiving 
guarantees. Among those receiving 
monetary assistance, the average was 
$70,000. It is not clear why these estimates 
are so much larger than those of Troy and 
co-authors.

The web site Finder reports that more 
than 60% of first home buyers in Australia 
receive some form of financial assistance 
from their parents to buy their first home. 
The average assistance was $33,278.  
However, details of the survey are not 
provided and its representativeness is 
unclear.

Official surveys do not provide data on the 
value of contributions, however they are 
closer to the estimates of Troy and co-
authors in indicating parental assistance 
is uncommon. The 2019-20 SIH indicates 
that 23% of first home buyers received 
assistance from non-government sources, 
most of whom are presumably parents. 
15% of respondents to HILDA who bought 
their first home in Sydney, Melbourne 
or Perth in 2015-18 reported parental 
assistance, while in less expensive markets, 
the share was 8% (Pawson and co-authors 
2023, Tables 7 and 8). These shares are 
double what they were in the early 2000s 
but still small. 

Overall, most authoritative sources suggest 
that only a small minority of first home 
buyers seem to get parental assistance, 
the value of which may be small. The 
proportion is higher in expensive markets 
like Sydney. However, the much larger 
estimates from Jarden and Finder make 
estimates uncertain. There is even greater 
uncertainty about how parental support 
might affect the contribution from super.

https://www.ahuri.edu.au/sites/default/files/documents/2023-03/AHURI-Final-Report-395-Pathways-to-home-ownership-in-an-age-of-uncertainty_1.pdf
https://www.afr.com/companies/financial-services/the-bank-of-mum-and-dad-is-good-for-70-000-new-analysis-concludes-20231129-p5enpp
https://www.finder.com.au/home-loans/bank-of-mum-and-dad
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/381
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1 Comparisons of “inequity” are 
sensitive to the measure; however 
one relevant gauge is that 
superannuation is much more widely 
held.  87% of adults aged 25 to 
64 are covered by superannuation 
whereas only 65% own their home.

2 The RBA (2023, Graph 3.8) estimates 
that, in the event of a 30% fall in 
property values from their January 
2023 levels, about 50% of recent first 
homeowner-occupiers would have 
been in negative equity, compared to 
about 30% of recent loans to inves-
tors.

3 Disconcertingly, the self-reported 
median equity of first home buyers in 
2019-20 was $130,000, well above 
the $68,200 deposit they paid.  In 
principle, the difference could reflect 
capital gains since purchase, however 
national house prices were relatively 
flat in the 3 years before the survey.

4 Two factors account for a small part 
of the difference. First, we use the full 
history of HILDA from 2002. Pur-
chases early in the sample will be by 
buyers who had relatively low com-
pulsory superannuation contributions. 
Second is differences in timing. In 
the SIH home purchases are reported 
any time within the past three years, 
whereas superannuation balances 
are measured just prior to the survey 
date. So super in the SIH has had 
a year or two’s extra growth since 
many home purchases.

5 Chant West (2025), a leading data 
collector, reports a 32-year average 
return for the median growth fund, 
after taxes and investment fees, of 
8% nominal or 5.4% real.  ASFA 
(2024) report a 30-year average net 
return of 7.3% nominal or 4.4% real, 
which presumably averages between 
higher returns in accumulation ac-
counts (the relevant comparison) and 
lower returns in retirement accounts.  
The Retirement Income Review - Final 
Report (Table 6A-9, p515) assumes 
an average net return of 6% nominal 
and 3.5% real but notes this is con-
servative relative to historical returns.

Endnotes

6 We are indebted to Matt Linden of 
SMC for discussions about these esti-
mates.

7 Under the Government scheme, the 
borrower foregoes capital gains on 
the government’s share, which have 
historically averaged 2.4% a year, 
while saving on mortgage payments 
of about 3% a year, both in real 
terms. The borrower would also pay 
for repairs and rates on the whole 
property,

https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/fsr/2023/apr/pdf/03-household-business-finances.pdf
https://www.chantwest.com.au/media/3hzjt2ky/chant-west-media-release-20-january-2025-final.pdf
https://www.superannuation.asn.au/resources/super-stats/
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2020-100554
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2020-100554
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Summary

Benefits of letting home buyers access their superannuation include more choice in how to save for 
retirement, more home ownership and better access to credit. There are also difficulties, but these 
can be avoided. One issue is that withdrawing superannuation balances would reduce retirement 
incomes and impair the compulsory superannuation system, a policy with bipartisan political 
support. That can be avoided by using superannuation as collateral. A second difficulty is that 
accessing superannuation would boost demand for housing, which would raise housing prices. That 
can be avoided by coupling with measures to increase housing supply or reducing demand through 
other means. In particular, super for housing should replace First Home Owners Grants, which are a 
less cost-effective method of boosting home ownership. 

We estimate access to super would enable the median first home buyer to increase their deposit 
by 92%. This could involve a large increase in the demand for housing. Alternatively, they would 
be able to pay the deposit on a new house 3 years earlier. Earlier purchase would lift the potential 
level of home-ownership by about 392,000 households or 4 percentage points. The experience of 
New Zealand’s KiwiSaver scheme suggests almost all the available funds would be accessed.
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