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During Covid-19, the pace of digitalization in industry and society increased. This article zooms in on the court system in Sweden 
and its response to this rapidly changing context. During the pandemic, the courts had encountered new expectations, and digital 
technologies had been implemented at speed. Suddenly online trials and digital delivery of court services became a reality. When 
the pandemic eased questions arose whether to return to business-as-usual or to continue on the new digital path. This article 
builds on a series of strategic workshops performed at the Swedish courts 2020–23 (with a total of 200 professionals attending). 
We found that digitalization had affected core work processes as well as the mindset and culture for further change. However, 
strategic alignment of different organizational components to fit the new reality is still needed in order for the courts to keep, and 
develop, the largest gains from digitalization: flexibility, efficiency, and accessibility.
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I N T RO D U CT I O N

The pandemic has made us adopt new ways of work-
ing, and now is the time to evaluate and decide what 
we should keep, let’s take advantage of each other’s 
wisdom in that.

- Appellate Court Judge, October 2021

Digitalization has fundamentally shifted the ways that 
many professional service organizations are operating 
(kronblad 2020; Pemer 2021; Kronblad and Pregmark 
2021b; Sako, Qian and Attolini 2022). During the Covid-
19 pandemic, the pace of digitalization increased and 
imposed major changes to professional work across many 
industries (Kronblad and Pregmark 2021a). The public 
sector is no exception. In different countries, the public 
institutions responded in various ways in their effort to 
secure the delivery of public services, while meeting the 
restrictions imposed on them in their respective jurisdic-
tion. This article zooms in on courts in Sweden, and their 

response to the rapidly shifting context and demands, and 
how these changes enabled new strategic paths. Despite 
being highly institutionalized as well as professionalized 
(Muzio, Brock and Suddaby 2013), the court setting has 
experienced massive changes during the past years. Here, 
digital processes and workflows have been implemented 
at speed (Björkdahl and Kronblad 2021), and virtual 
courts, that were regarded as a future vision before the 
pandemic started (Susskind 2019), suddenly became 
reality. However, as restrictions loosened up and things 
went back to normal, questions arose whether we really 
should return to the way things were before (Thornburg 
2020), or if there was a strategic opportunity to keep cer-
tain changes and set off in a new strategic direction.

At the senior level of the Swedish court system, a need 
to engage in strategic dialogues about how to contin-
uously adapt to the new reality became clear. We were 
asked to collaborate in a strategizing effort to explore how 
the courts had been affected by the rapid digitalization 
and how to strategically respond in terms of adapting their 
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organizational system (Galbraith 2014) moving forward. 
Previous research has pointed towards an open strategiz-
ing approach (Whittington, Cailluet and Yakis-Douglas 
2011; Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017; Pregmark and 
Berggren 2021) as important in a turbulent environment, 
to include more voices and increase innovative ways of 
thinking. Open strategizing is different from traditional 
strategy making (often limited to a smaller group at the 
top level) by being based on principles of transparency 
and inclusion, and by inviting external and/or internal 
stakeholders from different parts of the organization 
directly into the strategy process (Whittingon et al. 2011; 
Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017). We, therefore, sup-
ported the court in organizing broad strategic conversa-
tions (Liedtka and Rosenblum 1996; Jarzabkowski 2005; 
Pregmark and Berggren 2021) with a total of 200 court 
employees to collectively understand the turbulent con-
text, the impacts of digitalization and identify paths for-
ward. We sought to identify what digital work practices, 
imposed on the courts during Covid-19, that should be 
kept and incorporated into their strategy and organiza-
tional design moving forward. In order to explore this, we 
addressed opportunities and risks regarding a wide range 
of imposed changes. This provided an understanding of 
the digital transformation of courts and how to enable 
turbulent times to become a starting point for strategic 
change. In addition, this research provided specific guid-
ance on how to use workshops as a way to gather data on 
present and future challenges in order to develop viable 
strategies.

In a collaborative research effort (Birkinshaw, Brannen 
and Tung 2011; Mohrman and Lawler 2012) we gath-
ered data on the implementation of digital technologies 
in general and asked how judges and other court staff 
regarded the digital shift (Pemer 2021). We specifically 
asked them how their work had been affected by Covid-
19 (as for instance increased work from home due to 
restrictions on the number of people being present at 
the workplace demanded more digital work processes), 
about the occurrence of virtual courts, and/or digital 
and virtual elements to the legal process. We also covered 
how these new digital work processes could, or should, 
be supported by organizational system design and what 
they believed would be needed for a continued success-
ful transformation of their work, workplaces, and the 
delivery of justice. In these strategic workshops (see for 
instance Pregmark and Berggren 2021) we combined 
digital tools with relational workshop methodology (see 
for instance Isaacs 1999), to understand how major shifts 
can impact professional work and strategic change.

In this process, we learned that digitalization has put 
courts in a position where their employees reconsider 

what courts are and how justice can be delivered. This 
mind shift has opened up for new ways to think about the 
way that their work is performed and organized. Thus, 
while justice is reimagined (Rossner, Tait and McCurdy 
2021) the continuous adoption of new technologies and 
virtual operations is growing at the court.

We contribute to the literature on courts and the deliv-
ery of professional services by showing that Covid-19 
imposed changes to work practices that were not only 
sustained (after the pandemic was over) but also opened 
up a window for change, enabling a future transformation. 
Moreover, we contribute to the literature on digital strategy 
(and strategy work in relation to other external disruptive 
forces), by suggesting that (1) the different components of 
a system need to be re-aligned in order for organizations to 
succeed and (2) issues concerning the digital transforma-
tion can be handled through inviting actors of the broader 
organizational system into open strategizing processes (see 
for instance Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017). We also 
contribute to the development of qualitative methods, 
through using an open strategizing effort as a collaborative 
action research method in early-phase strategy work.

T H EO R ET I C A L  F R A M E
Institutions/courts and judges

Courts are a prime institution in society—and to have a 
well-functioning system for justice is key for any modern 
society—serving to uphold and defend democratic ideals 
(Susskind 2019). It is the courts that ultimately ensure that 
the law is followed and that hold those that breach the law 
responsible. Thus, the court system creates the foundation 
for the rule of law in society (Sannerholm 2022). In order 
to fulfil these ideals, a society needs independent courts 
and legal professionals that in an efficient and just manner 
can handle the legal issues they are presented with. Thus, 
there is a need for set processes, and a set place, where jus-
tice can be played out, and where the public can also legit-
imize these processes, practices, and actors by accepting 
them and putting trust in them (Webley et al. 2019; Siebert 
2020). This operational judicial system is invaluable to cre-
ate the institutional prerequisites that both the public and 
the private sector need, and to create the stability and trust 
that modern societies demand. Due to this central posi-
tion for courts in a functioning democracy (Sannerholm 
2022)—it is clear that Covid-19 presented a large stress. 
Putting justice to a halt was never an option, but in differ-
ent countries, the courts, and court systems, were forced to 
reconsider their ways of working to ensure that they could 
keep up in delivering justice to the public.

Particular stress comes from the fact that delivering 
justice has previously been tightly connected with the 

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jpo/article/12/1/joae007/7659587 by C

halm
ers U

niversity of Technology / The M
ain Library user on 12 February 2025



When digitalization hit the court  •  3

physical court buildings: ‘the place of law’ (Mulcahy 
2010). The physical courtroom has a particular role in 
balancing the need for physical security with material 
symbols (Resnik and Curtis 2011). By having court 
hearings in set spaces, certain symbols that are displayed 
and used in these settings have become physical manifes-
tations, and strong symbols, of justice (Susskind 2019). 
For instance, wooden clubs are used to bring order to the 
room and to mark when a decision is made, also being 
indicative of the ultimate hierarchy and power distri-
bution in the room. We see shiny scales that are used to 
represent how different ideals and positions are weighed 
against each other, and we see books of legal statutes that 
are used as a symbol for the rule of law. Furthermore, 
we often find replicas of lady justice, with her blindfold 
representing the autonomous and independent judges 
that should never be influenced by who stands in front of 
them. All these material symbols and the particular pro-
cedures of the court, have over time become institution-
alized and have come to play a vital role in how the public 
sees the court system (Siebert 2020). In different juris-
dictions, however, what material symbols that have been 
used to signal the rule of law, independence, and fairness, 
have however differed. This is perhaps particularly evi-
dent in the Anglo-Saxon court systems where wigs and 
gowns (ceremonial dress) have been an additional way to 
communicate that the judges represent their institution 
in their roles and the delivery of justice. Of course, these 
symbols and symbolics play out differently in the increas-
ingly virtual context. For instance, now background 
images, platform design, and cyber security choices carry 
new symbolic value and show that virtual courtrooms 
also have both functional and symbolic objectives to han-
dle (Rossner, Tait and McCurdy 2021).

Another vital part of courts and the court system 
is the professionals that occupy them—judges, court 
clerks, administrators, IT support, janitors, etc. In this 
group, the judges stand out in their role of being the key 
actors responsible for the delivery of justice, where their 
professional knowledge and legal competence have been 
key for value creation (Björkdahl and Kronblad 2021). 
The judges are the dominant profession within the court. 
Thus, these professionals, and how they deliver their 
professional service (with a high knowledge intensity 
and professionalization), resemble service delivery in 
certain other professional fields—and can be compared 
with for instance medical doctors, architects, auditors, 
etc. (Muzio, Brock and Suddaby 2013).

Digital transformation
Digitalization has been affecting many different indus-
tries such as manufacturing (Björkdahl 2020) and media 

(Fredberg and Pregmark 2016) since decades. More 
recently—also accelerated by the Covid-19 pandemic 
(Kronblad and Pregmark 2021a,b)—it has started to 
have a real impact on professional services, with the intro-
duction of new technologies such as digital Information 
and Communication Technologies (ICT), Automation, 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) and most recently Generative 
AI. Digitalization is now affecting roles, business mod-
els, and working processes (Davenport and Westerman 
2018). This has put professional work at an inflection point 
(Wirtz et al. 2018) where professional services are ripe 
for change (Christensen, Wang and van Bever 2013). 
Brynjolfsson and McAfee (2014) have termed this time 
the second machine age, as digital technologies increas-
ingly challenge and disrupt creative and intellectual work. 
They compare this with a previous machine age where 
digital technologies mainly affected work, and workers, 
in manufacturing and agriculture. This means that the 
implantation of digital technologies currently presents 
professional legal work with new challenges (such as the 
risk of losing professional autonomy and trust), but also 
with new opportunities linked to efficiency and quality 
(Barrett and Hinings 2015).

This is particularly evident in regard to AI, where 
the previously high reliance on human intelligence and 
knowledge in the legal field is expected to change, with a 
profound effect on business models, work practices, and 
organization of work (Armour and Sako 2020). Digital 
technologies have resulted in a call for alternative ways 
of organizing work, new practices, and new business 
models—for instance, digital technologies make work 
more efficient turning the ‘hour’ less suitable to account 
for value creation (Susskind and Susskind 2015; Pemer 
2021). This call for profound changes is not easily met, 
particularly not in the court setting, which has previously 
been characterized by very stable hierarchies and tra-
ditional work practices (Abbott 1988; Cross and Swart 
2020).

Covid-19 imposed changes in different jurisdictions
As for the digital transformation of courts and court sys-
tems, it is vital to stress that the digital transformation 
had commenced prior to Covid-19, but with the pan-
demic came with a sense of urgency, and new motiva-
tions to change (Björkdahl and Kronblad 2021) which 
speeded up the process (Kronblad and Pregmark 2021b). 
Different countries all faced the pandemic in different 
ways. Some countries shut down public spaces, while 
others kept crucial institutions open. The responses of 
their court systems also differed. The responses were 
partly depending on digital maturity and readiness for 
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change. For instance, Janssen (2022) stresses that there 
was an initial time of chaos and improvization when 
Covid-19 hit, describing that remote hearings in the 
Netherlands were initially (for a couple of weeks) real-
ized via mobile phone—while setting up the infrastruc-
ture to use video tools such as Skype. In this way, courts 
attempted to realize the changes that were practically 
possible, and in this context legislation (and what was 
legally possible to do) also set the stage. For instance, 
in the USA the courts could turn completely digital: 
with a virtual courtroom and cases being broadcasted 
via YouTube (Sourdin, Li and McNamara 2020), while 
the same would be impossible in Sweden due to it being 
illegal to film, photograph, and broadcast what is going 
on in the courtroom. However, for Sweden, this posed 
less of a problem as the courts were still allowed to be 
open for physical procedures due to milder restrictions 
to battle Covid-19 imposed by the Swedish government. 
However, in Sweden, the physical courtrooms were still 
combined with new digital tools—enabling hybrid pro-
cesses where certain parties could for instance be attend-
ing the court session remotely. Other examples from all 
over the world include digital work practices in Brazil 
and the launch of a completely virtual court in China 
(Beijing Internet Court) where the actors accessed 
the court via WeChat (a Chinese online platform). 
This court operated around the clock and could conse-
quently handle a massive number of cases (Sourdin, Li 
and McNamara 2020).

Opening strategic change processes to manage  
system change

Many scholars have argued that the contemporary con-
text, characterized by volatility, uncertainty, complexity, 
and ambiguity (VUCA) (Bennett and Lemoine 2014; 
Johansen 2017; Worley and Jules 2020) suggests an 
approach where organizations need to be ready for more 
continuous change (Pasmore 2015; Pregmark 2022) and 
where innovative and entrepreneurial work is important 
to keep up with the pace of technological progress as well 
as competition (O’Reilly and Tushman 2013; Fredberg 
and Pregmark 2018). This corresponds well with devel-
opment in strategy as practice literature (Whittington, 
Cailluet and Yakis-Douglas 2011; Birkinshaw 2017; 
Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017; Heimstädt and 
Reischauer 2018; Doeleman, van Dun and Wilderom 
2022), where authors have called for a more open 
approach to strategizing as a way of keeping up with a 
faster environment. One way to do so is to make room for 
more voices to be heard in strategic conversations about 
important issues (Liedtka and Rosenblum 1996; Beer 
2011; Pregmark and Berggren 2021).

Following that argument, scholars advocate the need 
for continuously adapting the organization and re-align 
different organizational components (Pasmore et al. 
2019; Pregmark 2019). However, system change is hard. 
Michael Beer, quoted in Fredberg and Pregmark (2017), 
argues that organizational system change is something 
that scholars and practitioners still have not really figured 
out how to do effectively. In a recent article, Beer (2021) 
argues that system change becomes increasingly impor-
tant (but unfortunately not easier) in a world that calls for 
continuous adaption as a strategic management practice.

An organizational system can be depicted and 
described in many ways (see for instance models from 
Nadler and Tushman 1980; Beer 2009; Galbraith 2014). 
As an example, Galbraith (2014) describes the organi-
zational system as a ‘star’, consisting of the components: 
strategy, structure, processes, people, and rewards. All 
these components need to be aligned to form an effec-
tive organization, according to Galbraith (2014), and 
the setup of the components shapes the behaviours and 
thereby performance. Other models have similar com-
ponents, and they all seem to put forward an idea of 
system re-alignment as important to successfully adapt 
to new circumstances. Arguably, turbulent times and 
fast-moving technologies (such as digitalization) create 
needs to re-align the organizational system at a faster pace 
and with greater frequency. Hence, subscribing to the 
idea (Liedtka and Rosenblum 1996; Beer 2009, 2011; 
Pregmark and Berggren 2021) that organizations need 
to hold conversations about the critical strategic ques-
tion, it is not a far stretch that these conversations need 
to address system re-alignment—especially in the tur-
bulent (Kronblad and Pregmark 2021a) and fast-paced 
( Johansen 2017) world that is facing organizations of 
today. Following that, we have put the system compo-
nents suggested by for instance Galbraith (2014) and 
Nadler and Tushman (1980) as input to the agenda for 
the strategizing activities.

M ET H O D
Implementation of digital technologies into the legal 
system has been an ongoing phenomenon for the past 
years—which has been clearly intensified through the 
Covid-19 crisis (Björkdahl and Kronblad 2021; Kronblad 
and Pregmark 2021b). We set out to study this phenom-
enon and its consequences as it happened, without tra-
ditional theoretical gap-spotting as our starting point. 
Rather, we lean on ideas on phenomenon-driven research 
(von Krogh, Rossi-Lamastra and Haefliger 2012; Schwarz 
and Stensaker 2014, 2016; Pregmark 2019), where we 
are encouraged to take off our theoretical straightjackets 
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(Schwarz and Stensaker 2014) and use theories to 
make sense of the data. In this article, the phenomenon 
at hand—the rapid digitalization of courts—is under-
stood primarily through theories around organizational 
system change as well as theories around digitalization. 
In addition, we are using an open strategizing approach 
(Birkinshaw 2017; Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017), 
and are striving to understand how this can be helpful in 
dealing with the phenomenon at hand.

We lean on collaborative research (Coghlan and Shani 
2014; Beer 2021), where we have actively engaged with 
the organization to come close enough to understand 
the ongoing phenomena (Birkinshaw, Brannen and Tung 
2011) to create useful research (Prahalad 2011; Mohrman 
and Lawler 2012; Sharma and Bansal 2020; Langley et al. 
2023). Collaborative researchers stress the importance 
of setting out to be helpful (Schein 1987; Fredberg and 
Pregmark 2023). To make sure that we were to be of 
help to the organization we therefore set out to identify 
the most pressing issues that needed to be handled as a 
result of the rapid digitalization. Thus, before engaging in 
the strategizing process we conducted 12 semi-structured 
interviews with judges to understand the main issues. We 
asked questions such as: What has changed in your work 
processes and practices since the Covid-19 outbreak? 
What is better? What is worse? What opportunities do 
you see? What threats? How can we realize our opportu-
nities and mitigate the threats?

After analysing the 12 interviews, we came to the 
conclusion that that this ongoing turbulence needed to 
be understood (1) while still ongoing (2) with a system 
perspective (including potential effects on for instance 
culture, structure, or processes). Moreover, turning to 
open strategy research (Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 
2017), and open strategy workshops as a strategizing 
method (Pregmark and Berggren 2021), we found a fit 
between the idea of using an open strategy approach 
as a research method and the phenomena at hand. We 
wanted to understand an ongoing phenomenon and col-
lect many different voices, however we did not want to 
use a questionnaire or other quantitative tools. Instead, 
we deemed it suitable to choose a method that would 
allow us to create discussions and ask follow-up ques-
tions to understand the collective view of the target 
organizations in relation to their experience as well as 
how they planned to move forward in their strategic 
transformation.

Open strategizing ideas put forward the need to invite 
a broader range of participants for these strategizing 
activities (Pregmark and Berggren 2021), to be creative 
enough to tackle a fast-moving environment as well as 
to speed up execution. Furthermore, open strategizing 

builds on transparency, trust, and honest conversations 
(Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017; Pregmark and 
Berggren 2021). Following these ideas, together with a 
group of judges, we co-designed a series of four work-
shops with more than 200 professionals (during different 
stages in the pandemic, 2021–3), with an agenda covering 
several system components and paying special attention 
to including many voices in the strategic conversations 
(Liedtka and Rosenblum 1996), both in terms of num-
ber of participants, professional roles, and with methods 
to make sure everyone was heard. For instance, we used 
principles for creating true dialogues rather than discus-
sions (Isaacs 1999), emphasizing practices of listening 
to understand, suspending your thoughts, speaking your 
truth, and doing so with respect. While we were not able 
to include actors outside the court system in a truly open 
manner, we still approached the topic with openness. In 
fact, in order for an open and honest conversation, a true 
dialogue (Isaacs 1999), to take place—we hold that the 
internal focus of these workshops was necessary, at this 
point. We believe that this activity needed to be limited to 
the target organization to create the needed trust to foster 
an openness and the ability to critically look upon them-
selves. Also, in this hierarchical context, it was a big step 
even to open up the strategic conversations to more than 
200 people with different roles and positions from within 
the court system. Thus, all employees of the participating 
appellate court were invited to either Workshop 1 or 2, 
and all employees of the administrative court were invited 
to Workshop 4. Workshop 3 instead comprised 20 chief 
judges from 20 different courts.

Below you will find a summary of the workshops, 
including details on when the workshop was conducted, 
with what organization, how many that attended, and 
what roles within the court that these attendees held, 
see Table 1. All workshops were conducted in Swedish.

The overall topic of these workshops was the ongoing 
digital implementation. More specifically we looked at 
the implementation of different digital technologies and 
tools over the course of the pandemic, how digitalization 
had changed the practices of legal work, and what risks 
and opportunities that had been realized in the change 
process. A major part of each workshop was based on a 
presentation, targeting the digital transformation and a 
discussion targeting the specific digital tools and tech-
nologies that had affected the way of working and the 
way of organizing in the courts. In connection with the 
presentation, there were icebreakers, several discussion 
points, and also opportunities to raise questions and ini-
tiate discussion. We thereafter introduced agenda points 
where the participants were able to openly reflect and 
collaborate around potential ideas, barriers, and how the 
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organizational system could be structured/re-aligned to 
encompass a new digital future.

For these exercises, we collected data by taking notes. 
Additionally, we decided to use a digital tool to assist 
in the data collection, Wooclap, which is an interactive 
electronic platform that can be used to create polls and 
questionnaires. Thus, it enables different types of data 
collection: such as answers to multiple choices, answers 
to open-ended questions, and data collection in word 
clouds. This tool enabled us to instantly get visuals up on 
the screen in the room, in order to kick off the discussion. 
Previously the use of ‘sticky notes’ has been a common 
way to get visuals up and help to make groups start talking 
on topics (Peterson and Barron 2007). We hold that digi-
tal tools that instantly display data have a similar effect and 
make the group active as they provide participants with a 
visual to attend and react to. In addition, digital tools have 
another benefit compared to the preciously common 
‘sticky notes’ as we could instantly download the data and 
save the visual presentations of it—first for analysis, and 
second for illustrative purposes of this article.

With the help of Wooclap, we specifically collected data 
on the professional’s beliefs of the court’s digital performance 
so far, whether they have been able to deliver justice with 
confidence in the new digital context, how they perceived 
the need to handle digital evidence, and whether they expe-
rienced a need for additional digital competence to do their 
work. Using this digital tool to collect data also enabled us to 
sort the data into chronological order—as the data were col-
lected in different stages of the pandemic. In order to grasp 
the collective thought (within the court system) on strate-
gic change moving forward we asked the participants about 
what they believed would happen from now on—asking 
them both to visualize a future in 5 years’ time and at a longer 
perspective. For this question, we specifically asked them to 
reflect upon how the different system components (Beer 
2009; Galbraith 2014)—such as organizational structure, 
rewards/governance, and work processes/content. As the 
different roles varied between the workshops the questions 
were adapted to each workshop. We also managed to put 
in rather sensitive questions in the matter of self-reflection 
and critique, where we asked the judges whether they had 

handled, or knew of, cases where digital evidence or issues 
had been neglected. Thus, the digital tool in combination 
with the safe and open environment created in the work-
shop opened up also for difficult discussions and reflections 
among the professionals and provided opportunities to 
bring sensitive issues to light and to our attention.

As already pointed out we gathered data in the shape 
of observational notes, as well as data collection with the 
use of digital aid (Wooclap) (see Fig. 1). To use software 
tools as an assistant in qualitative research is not yet com-
mon but is rather regarded as an innovative practice and 
research method (Wiles, Crow and Pain 2011) and to 
use new ways to visualize qualitative research is encour-
aged in recent publications, such as Langley et al. (2023). 
Particularly, it is unusual to use digital tools in the data 
collection phase of qualitative research, while it is perhaps 
more common in data analysis (Maher et al. 2018). Within 
quantitative research, the use of digital questionnaires is 
common (Ebert et al. 2018), and crowdsource data on 
platforms and digital markets are being increasingly used 
(Steelman, Hammer and Limayem 2014). Also, within 
medical research and practice, it is increasingly common 
to use digital platforms for self-evaluations (Aledavood et 
al. 2017). However, there is a lack of research that com-
bines these digital tools and visual aids with a qualitative 
approach (Langley et al. 2023). For this particular purpose, 
to understand an ongoing and complex phenomenon, and 
to spark discussions during a workshop, we find this mixed, 
or combined, research practice particularly suitable.

As we collaborated in the workshops, we could start 
to tease out themes of opportunities and challenges 
with digitalization as well as early ideas for future sys-
tem adaption. We also had a chance to discuss further 
and get the temperature in the organization at different 
times, and among different roles, for different ideas. For 
the purpose of this article, both authors analysed the 
data together. Also, the analytical work took the shape of 
a workshop where we sat down for 2 days. We grouped 
the data from the different workshops together to spot 
emerging themes and changes over time, and we used 
literature on professional services, courts, and judges, as 
well as literature on strategic change, and digitalization, 

Table 1. Summary of workshops and attendees

Workshop Date Target organization Nr of attendees Role of attendees

1 November 2021 Appellate court 71 Judges, chief judges
2 November 2021 Appellate court 68 Junior judges, legal assistants, administrators
3 May 2022 Network of chief judges 20 Chief judges from different courts
4 March 2023 Administrative court 48 Judges and legal assistants
Total 207
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to understand what we saw. Thus, the findings from the 
initial workshops in 2021 mainly reflected imposed 
changes and thoughts about the future, while the later 
workshops in 2022 and 2023 concerned the evaluation 

of imposed changes as well as a strategic direction of 
what to keep and what should be diverted back to nor-
mal. See Fig. 2 for the timeline and the development of 
the workshop series (the design of our study).

Figure 1. Examples of Wooclap data from workshops.

Figure 2. Schematic model of the design of the study.
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By analysing the collected data over time (from initial 
interviews, Wooclap, and note-taking) we developed an 
understanding of the digital transformation of the court 
on several levels. First, we got an understanding of already 
implemented digital technologies and processes, where 
some were suggested to be made permanent, and some 
were suggested to be reverted. Second, we developed an 
understanding of the development moving forward, and 
the need to continue to adapt direction, content, work 
processes, and organizational structure. In this process, 
a continued digital transformation was viewed as a core 
strategic direction to bring individual courts and the 
delivery of justice into the future.

Thus, in this article, we try to explore the ongoing 
phenomenon’s impact on the organizational system seek-
ing viable solutions for the future. We believe that the 
research approach chosen for this article is in line with a 
call from Langley et al. (2023), who argue that we need 
research that goes beyond explaining the past and instead 
focus on helping to find solutions for the future.

F I N D I N G S
In the data, we saw that a rapid change had occurred 
already at the time of the first workshops with new 
ways of working implemented at speed. For instance, 
‘digital workflows for matter management’ were lifted 
as a core change, as was the opportunity to ‘allow for 
witnesses [and parties of cases] to appear in court from a 
distance’—by logging on via the court IT infrastructure. 
This meant that work could be performed more from 
home, and other locations, and that less court hearings 
needed to be cancelled if an actor had to be home due 
to illness or having been exposed to Covid-19. When 
discussing what these changes meant for the court and 
the largest opportunities that came with them, it was 
evident that the potential for ‘flexibility’ was seen very 
positively. However, participants did not only consider 
internal aspects but also had an external perspective 

and talked about these changes allowing for ‘the court to 
become more accessible to the public’, for instance in the 
shape of ‘more court hearings being conducted on-line’—
and ‘allowing for remote presence’. This change entailed a 
better service to the public and was regarded as a pos-
itive change. Also, both judges and other employees 
talked about their increasing digital focus in terms of 
‘becoming an increasingly attractive workplace for future 
employees’.

Fig. 3, a word cloud from Wooclap, presents the antici-
pated gains of digitalization at the court, collected during 
the first workshop, which serves as an illustrative example 
that the judges held that the largest benefit from the dig-
ital shift was that it allowed for ‘flexibility’. However, the 
words ‘efficiency’ and ‘availability’ also stand out. That the 
court becomes more like a ‘modern workplace’, and that 
this can attract new employees as well as pleasing the pub-
lic by showing public recourses are spent in an ‘efficient 
and responsible way’.

Data regarding what the judges believed was the most 
problematic, or the highest risk, with digitalization was 
an ‘uncertainty in how to evaluate proofs’. When asked 
what they meant by this, the judges explained that this 
did not respond to the digital shift of their own work, 
but rather related to the digital shift in society where an 
increasing amount of ‘criminals wash money via cryptocur-
rencies’, and where ‘presented evidence might be deepfaked’. 
Looking however at the largest risk related to the fast 
implementation of digital technologies into their own 
work, they pointed to an ‘outdated technological infra-
structure’, ‘old practices’, and ‘established ways of working’. 
Moreover, a few judges mentioned the more general 
risk that ‘the work of judging could become de-humanized’ 
which could ‘affect public trust in the institution of the 
court’. While the judges stressed that there were vital 
risks in the digital transformation, when asked if these 
risks had materialized—the response was that it had ‘not 
yet’. Still, these risks were deemed as ‘highly problematic’. 
Also, some voices from other court employees stressed 

Figure 3. Word cloud of the gains of digital transformation.
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that the new ways of working during Covid-19 had led to 
‘increased loneliness’, where it had also become ‘more diffi-
cult to spread knowledge and information within the group’. 
Several pointed out that this was particularly affecting 
younger colleagues who had yet to learn how to do their 
work. See Fig. 4.

When asked what would be needed to continue the 
path towards digitalization the ‘lack of digital competence’ 
was lifted as a main problem. Both the judges and the 
other court employees stressed they needed ‘more edu-
cation and training’. Also, ‘better tools’, a ‘higher budget’, 
and ‘better technology’ was highlighted. Interestingly 
when talking about these results many stressed that ‘bet-
ter, and more clear steering and management’ was needed, 
and that they wanted to see some alignment of different 
professional goals (while this was not as evident in the 
collected words via Wooclap). A few judges also talked 
about ‘a changed work culture and a new mindset’ and in 
this regard, the words: ‘openness’, ‘honesty’, ‘curiosity’, and 
‘courage’ came up as words (see Fig. 5). The mentioning 
of these words indicates that a new culture for change is 
needed for strategic change moving forward and that the 
court employees considered it vital that such culture was 
nurtured within the organization.

The summary Table 2 depicts the top 6 challenges, 
and top 6 opportunities from the digital transformation 
of the court (this table summarizes data collected during 
Workshops 1 and 2).

In the analysis of the result, we found that what was 
pointed out as the main opportunities in digitalization: 
‘flexibility’, ‘efficiency’, ‘accessibility’, and ‘sustainability’—
are quite generic concepts, while the expressed risks 
were more tightly connected and specific to the profes-
sional work of judges. These explicit risks also involved 
a decrease in the capacity of handling evidence and risks 
in upholding justice under the rule of law. This shows the 
judges saw general gains with digital transformation but 
not (yet) specific gains connected to judging itself. This 
shows that a window might have been ajar, but not yet 
fully open for change. Compared to the judges, the other 
employees of the court were more acceptant of change 
(also in these earlier workshops). These findings suggest 
there are institutional constraints connected both to the 
court and to the profession of judges, as well as ‘old fashion 
ways of thinking’ where the ‘court will rush in a slow pace’. 
Another judge stated—‘yes it [the future] will be fundamen-
tally different for us, but not compared to other industries’.

However, at the final seminar in 2023, at the decline 
of the pandemic, we could see that the judges had in fact 
opened up for change. During this workshop, we gave the 
participants the opportunity to discuss realized changes 
and asked them to consider what this could entail in 
moving forward. Here, a few judges discussed benefits 
connected to online participation for some parties as ‘this 
had resulted in fewer court processes being cancelled’. The dis-
cussion about remote/virtual court sessions then moved 

Figure 4. Word cloud of the risks of digital transformation.

Figure 5. Word cloud of the needs to continue on the path of digital transformation.
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over to a more philosophical discussion if ‘courts even 
need to be connected to a physical place’—along with a dis-
cussion on the potential implications. One junior judge 
asked: ‘Do we really need a court in every county or town? If 
not, we could organize more around professional specialty or 
field, and not be concerned with place’.

At this final workshop, we also discussed several ways 
that the implementation of new digital ways of work had 
turned opportunities into benefits. Doing this, we noted 
that the anticipated risks had still not been realized (i.e. 
the top identified challenges had not become mani-
fested but were still just regarded as risks). This means 
that while most opportunities had been realized, the 
corresponding risks had somehow been mitigated (or 
were just not realized due to an overestimation of digital 
challenges and risks). This realization opened up for a 
discussion on further changes. Here, we could see that 
digitalization had, at least partially, opened a window for 
change (letting the breeze in) as the judges, as well as 
the other professionals, had started to use, experience, 
and evaluate digital technologies—and what was pre-
viously deemed too much of a risk suddenly appeared 
possible. We understood this as a window for change 
that was not just opened to let some breeze in, but that 
was actively kept open moving forward. In the same 
light, several judges expressed during the final work-
shops that were ‘open to AI taking on more of the work 
in the future’—replacing human input for certain legal 
matters. This also started a reflection about the need 
for recruiting new categories of employees and put ‘tech 
savvy’ programmers on the top of the list of desired per-
sonnel. Here, we could also spot development over time 
as digital competence had earlier been seen as ‘a support 
function’, but now, it was discussed as a potential ‘core 
competence’. One judge expressed: ‘These things will have 
major implications for our culture and identity, and I think 
we need to work in a trial-and-error mode to figure things 
out. Maybe continuously meet and discuss’.

D I S C U S S I O N
The courts have already changed

We suggest that the implemented digital technologies 
(combined with new work processes) had a large effect 
on the organization of the courts in terms of new ways 
of working—resulting in the benefits of flexibility and 
increased efficiency. Moreover, the turbulent pandemic 
times seem to have opened a space for courts, and a mind 
shift among judges, for new digital strategies where the 
digital transformation of professional work can be fur-
thered also after the pandemic, when things could in fact 
return to normal. While our findings stress that ‘now is the 
time to evaluate and decide what we should keep’, the find-
ings also show that this evaluation is not restricted to the 
imposed changes during Covid-19, but extends to more 
innovative thinking moving forward. Covid-19 did not 
just open a window for it to be closed again once the pan-
demic was over, but the window was kept ajar. This shows 
major institutional change within a part of the public 
sector that has previously been considered highly tradi-
tional and institutionalized (Abbott 1988; Muzio, Brock 
and Suddaby 2013; Cross and Swart 2020). We hold that 
the fact that predominantly opportunities, and not risks, 
materialized, kept that window for change open, and did 
in fact create a mind shift amidst the judges.

From our explorative strategizing workshops, we 
could, however, tell that keeping a window open is not 
enough, but that many parts of the court system need 
further alignment (Galbraith 2014) in order to be able 
to fully realize the potential of the digital shift. This was 
especially evident, as the workshop participants started 
to discuss ‘organizational structure’, ‘governance issues’, 
and ‘professional roles’. One strong point that emerged in 
the data, was the realization that the court session/court 
processes did not have to be held at the court, but could 
be virtual events, which opened for new ways of conduct-
ing the work as well as the new ways of structuring the 
organization—potentially moving away from local courts 
(and geographically organizing principles) to considering 
alternative organizing principles. This is in line with previ-
ous research stressing that digitalization potentially could 
have implications for how organizations could and should 
be designed (Susskind and Susskind 2015; Pemer 2021).

In the same light, it became clear that the digital trans-
formation meant that previous symbols that had been 
used to create an air of professionalism and establish 
public trust (Siebert 2020), suddenly lost their mean-
ing. For instance, the physical manifestation of a grand 
court building with marble pillars, the specific layout of 
courtrooms, and wooden clubs are not present in a virtual 
setting, at least not in the same way. The judges reflected 

Table 2. Realized challenges and opportunities with court 
digitalization

Challenges Opportunities

Security risks and technical problems Flexibility
Quality risk (risk that legal nuances 
disappear)

Efficiency

Loss of public trust and credibility Quality gains
A culture resisting change More fun to work
Fear of job loss Accessibility
Lack of knowledge and competence Sustainability
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on the risk that digitalization would ‘imply a loss of public 
trust and acceptance of the court as an institution’. Thus, the 
fear of losing public trust was not only connected to new 
ways of working, but to the lack of symbols that can carry 
and enable public trust in the transformed court system. 
There is a lack of symbols that can be efficiently translated 
into a digital, or virtual, court system. To establish such 
symbols, we hold, would be vital in order to create a sus-
tainable culture to promote change.

Future changes
Our findings show that the courts have undergone many 
changes in working processes, imposed, or accelerated by 
the Covid-19 pandemic. The data from the workshops 
also clearly indicate that many of these changes are here to 
stay, which also have been discussed in previous research 
(Kronblad and Pregmark 2021a). However, as suggested 
by Davenport and Westerman (2018), for digital trans-
formation to fully succeed, many parts of the organiza-
tional system need to be adapted. The data in this study 
show signs of updated system components (Beer 2009) 
in terms of for instance work processes and indications of 
changes in the demand for competence. However, poten-
tial changes to other system components seem yet to be 
developed, for instance, new rewards and structures to 
support the recent changes, and the change acceptance 
among the employees (Galbraith 2014). This means that 
we can currently see that work processes have changed 
but the structures and reward systems still reflect the past 
and are not aligned towards a digital strategy. This, how-
ever, could be changed moving forward.

This need for future system re-alignment became 
fully illustrated as we could bring different professions, 
roles, and levels into the workshops. We believe that 
this strengthens the previously stressed potential in 
using open strategizing practices (Whittington et al. 
2011; Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017). Moreover, 
we argue that there is a potential in handling disruptive 
forces (here being digitalization) by using open strategiz-
ing ideas and methods (Whittington, Cailluet and Yakis-
Douglas 2011; Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017), 
focussing on transparency and inclusion. Whereas many 
traditional organizations and institutions seem to lead 
transformation and change from the top, we argue that 
this article strengthens the idea of opening up the strat-
egy processes, also in very early phases. To truly be open, 
a multitude of voices should be heard. Hence, in this 
article, we demonstrate the value of inviting a broader 
perspective to strategy workshops (as suggested by 
Pregmark and Berggren 2021) and show how the partic-
ipants bring different perspectives that could be impor-
tant in terms of finding the next system configuration in a 

new world, that requires rapid adaption ( Johansen 2017; 
Pregmark 2022).

We conclude that the rapid digital shift in society 
has enabled the spark of a culture change in the highly 
traditional and institutionalized setting of courts, and 
we argue that this has enabled the acceptance of digital 
changes and for digital novelty moving forward. That is, 
we see that the digital transformation has presented a 
vital opportunity not only to implement innovation, but 
for the court system itself to innovate. However, for the 
true realization of benefits connected to future opportu-
nities, we also see the need for new ways of organizing, 
for a new strategic alignment, and the need of develop-
ing of new symbols that can continue to carry trust to 
the institution of the court in these digital times. When 
designing legal platforms and virtual justice solutions 
for the future we need to consider both functional and 
symbolic elements (Rossner, Tait and McCurdy 2021). 
And, in order to establish both functional and sym-
bolic change open strategizing processes (Hautz, Seidl 
and Whittington 2017), that increase transparency, are 
needed. This would allow for the entire organization to 
buy into the changes. From our findings, it is evident that 
the change in mindset is not enough in itself, but to real-
ize the full digital potential, and successfully continue the 
implementation of digital technologies (the implemen-
tation of AI and automation) and to further innovation 
judges and other court employees need to be provided 
with additional recourses, such as training, time, and 
proper tools as well as organizational structures, and an 
imaginative capacity (Rossner, Tait and McCurdy 2021) 
where they can nurture the new symbols for justice, that 
makes sense in a digital context need to be established 
and enforced.

CO N T R I B U T I O N
Contribution to theory

This article demonstrates how an open approach to strate-
gizing can be useful—also in a very explorative phase. In 
this case, external changes in a turbulent world shook up 
the system. A traditional approach—especially in this 
kind of environment—would be to initially take on this 
challenge and make sense of it in a small group at the very 
top level. However, in this case, the external force (here 
digitalization) was directly invited into the discussion 
of a broader group of 200 people, who were encouraged 
to give voice to co-create alternatives and ideas for the 
future. This contributes to the literature in the strategy 
as practice field through adding knowledge about the 
applicability of open strategy approaches (Whittington, 
Cailluet and Yakis-Douglas 2011; Hautz, Seidl and 
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Whittington 2017)—in this case, an explorative strate-
gizing approach not commonly used in this institution-
alized setting. In addition, we hold that this research also 
contributes to the development of qualitative methods. 
First, we believe that this article demonstrates how open 
strategizing (Hautz, Seidl and Whittington 2017) and 
strategy workshops (Pregmark and Berggren 2021) can 
be used as a collaborative research (Coghlan and Shani 
2014) method when dealing with disruptive forces. 
Second, we contribute to qualitative research methods by 
showing how digital tools such as Wooclap can both serve 
as an aid during workshops, by instantly visualizing ideas 
and sparking discussions, and serve to complement other 
data collection and visualization methods. We hold that 
this method, being developed in collaboration with the 
professionals we set out to help—has been an efficient 
way to develop and spread new ideas and hope that it 
can inspire more data-assisted qualitative research mov-
ing forward. We believe that this approach is supporting 
the call from Langley et al. (2023), arguing management 
research that sets out to support future solutions rather 
than only analysing the past.

We also believe that this article contributes to theo-
ries on digitalization, and especially points towards new 
ways to take on rapid digitalization. As argued in previ-
ous research (see for instance Kronblad and Pregmark 
2021b), digitalization will not succeed if looked upon 
as a technical issue. Rather, it needs to be dealt with as 
something that affects many parts of the organization. 
It is strategic and cultural, and it challenges previous 
assumptions and symbols. In this article, we discuss how 
rapid changes, imposed by the Covid-19 pandemic, effec-
tively was discussed by a large part of the organization. 
The 200 different voices were deliberately assigned to 
discuss the effects (current and future) of digitalization 
from a system perspective (Galbraith 2014). This in turn, 
we argue, gave a more comprehensive understanding of 
current barriers (structural and cultural) for change, and 
also a broader set of ideas for the future. This becoming 
increasingly relevant in times of rapid implementation of 
Generative AI. Moreover, we also see how system change 
seemed to occur over time (some of the changes in for 
instance structure yet only present as ideas for the future), 
contributing to system change literature (Beer 2009; 
Galbraith 2014) through adding a perspective of tem-
porality. Thus, though often agreed that system change is 
hard and rarely is a quick fix (Beer 2009; Fredberg and 
Pregmark 2017), few studies have to our knowledge dis-
cussed how different components are adapting over time. 
This also contributes to the understanding of professional 
and institutional change, as this article indicates that even 
if a change becomes accepted, a new system and cultural 

change, supported by new meaningful symbols (Rossner, 
Tait and McCurdy 2021), is still needed in order for 
change to become permanent, and to become accepted 
as a constant.

Contribution to practice
For practice, we hope that this article encourages the 
use of more inclusive strategizing methods and practices 
when facing disruption and/or turbulence. We suggest 
that open strategizing workshops can be a way to find 
ideas for the future, as well as a way of identifying what 
structures are needed to make changes sustainable, and 
how to build a culture that will enable the strategic path 
towards that envisioned future. Where we held just a few 
workshops, we see the need to return to the same settings 
and to further explore opportunities, mitigate risks, and 
build such change-promoting cultures.

Moreover, we believe that this article could point 
courts towards a larger acceptance of virtual futures 
where justice could be delivered as a truly virtual service, 
rather than being restricted to a set place. This we believe 
could leverage technology and increase access to justice. 
Possibly also supporting the establishment of new sym-
bols representing justice in digital times. However, this 
development is up to future studies to explore.

R E F E R E N CE S
Abbott, A. (1988) The System of Professions: An Essay on the Expert 

Division of Labor. Chicago: Chicago UP.
Aledavood, T., Hoyos, A. M. T., Alakörkkö, T., Kaski, K., Sar-

amäki, J., Isometsä, E., et al. (2017) ‘Data Collection for 
Mental Health Studies Through Digital Platforms: Require-
ments and Design of a Prototype’, JMIR Research Protocols, 
6/6: e6919.

Armour, J., and Sako, M. (2020) ‘AI-Enabled Business Models 
in Legal Services: From Traditional Law Firms to Next-
Generation Law Companies?’, Journal of Professions and 
Organization, 7/1: 27–46.

Barrett, M., and Hinings, B. (2015) ‘Service Innovation in Profes-
sional Service Firms’, in The Oxford Handbook of Professional 
Service Firms, pp. 238–54. Oxford University Press.

Beer, M. (2009) High Commitment, High Performance: How to 
Build a Resilient Organization for Sustained Advantage. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

—— (2011) ‘Developing an Effective Organization: Inter-
vention Method, Empirical Evidence, and Theory’, in R. W. 
Woodman, W. A. Pasmore, and A. B. R. Shani (eds) Research 
in Organizational Change and Development, .Vol. 19, pp. 1–54. 
Emerald Group Publishing.

—— (2021) ‘Reflections: Towards a Normative and Actionable 
Theory of Planned Organizational Change and Development’, 
Journal of Change Management, 21/1: 14–29. doi:10.1080/14
697017.2021.1861699

Bennett, N., and Lemoine, J. (2014) ‘What VUCA Really Means 
for You’, Harvard Business Review, 92/1/2: 27.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jpo/article/12/1/joae007/7659587 by C

halm
ers U

niversity of Technology / The M
ain Library user on 12 February 2025

https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2021.1861699
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2021.1861699


When digitalization hit the court  •  13

Birkinshaw, J. (2017) ‘Reflections on Open Strategy’, Long Range 
Planning, 50/3: 423–6. doi:10.1016/j.lrp.2016.11.004

——, Brannen, M. Y., and Tung, R. L. (2011) ‘From a Distance 
and Generalizable to Up Close and Grounded: Reclaiming 
a Place for Qualitative Methods in International Business 
Research’, Journal of International Business Studies, 42/5: 573–
81. doi:10.1057/jibs.2011.19

Björkdahl, J. (2020) ‘Strategies for Digitalization in Manufac-
turing Firms’, California Management Review, 62: 17–36. 
doi:10.1177/0008125620920349

——, and Kronblad, C. (2021) ‘Getting on Track for Digital 
Work: Digital Transformation in an Administrative Court 
Before and During COVID-19’, Journal of Professions and 
Organization, 8/3: 374–93.

Brynjolfsson, E., and McAfee, A. (2014) The Second Machine Age: 
Work, Progress, and Prosperity in a Time of Brilliant Technolo-
gies. WW Norton & Company.

Christensen, C. M., Wang, D., and van Bever, D. (2013) ‘Con-
sulting on the Cusp of Disruption’, Harvard Business Review, 
91/10: 106–14.

Coghlan, D., and Shani, A. B. R. (2014) ‘Creating Action 
Research Quality in Organization Development: Rigorous, 
Reflective and Relevant’, Systemic Practice and Action Research, 
27: 523–36.

Cross, D., and Swart, J. (2020) ‘In a Flash of Time: Knowledge 
Resourses That Enable Professional Cross Boundary Work’, 
Journal of Professions and Organization, 8: 1–18.

Davenport, T. H., and Westerman, G. (2018) ‘Why So Many 
High-Profile Digital Transformations Fail’, Harvard Business 
Review, 9: 15.

Doeleman, H. J., van Dun, D. H., and Wilderom, C. P. M. (2022) 
‘Leading Open Strategizing Practices for Effective Strategy 
Implementation’, Journal of Strategy and Management, 15/1: 
54–75. doi:10.1108/JSMA-09-2020-0253

Ebert, J. F., Huibers, L., Christensen, B., &andChristensen, M. B. 
(2018) ‘Or Web-based Questionnaire Invitations as a Method 
for Data Collection: Cross-sectional Comparative Study of 
Differences in Response Rate, Completeness of Data, and 
Financial Cost’, Journal of Medical Internet Research, 20/1: e24.

Fredberg, T., and Pregmark, J. (2016) ‘Transformation in a Tightly 
Nested System: Employing Fast Cycles of Change’, Research 
on Organization Change and Development, 24: 185–219.

—— (2017) ‘Michael Beer: It’s Not the Seed, It’s the Soil’, in D. 
Szabla, W. A. Pasmore, M. A. Barnes, and A. A. Gipson (eds) 
The Palgrave Handbook of Organizational Change Thinkers. Pal-
grave MacMillan.

Fredberg, T., and Pregmark, J. E. (2018) ‘Organization Renewal 
Through Corporate Entrepreneurship: When the Seed 
Changes the Soil’, in D. A. Noumair and A. B. Shani (eds) 
Research on Organization Change and Development, Vol. 26. 
Bingley, UK: Emerald.

—— (2023) ‘Ethical Dilemmas in Collaborative Action Research’, 
in D. Szabla, D. Coughlan, and W. A. Pasmore (eds) Research 
Methods in Organizational Change. Edward Elgar Publishing 
Ltd.

Galbraith, J. R. (2014) Designing Organizations: Strategy, Struc-
ture, and Process at the Business Unit and Enterprise Levels, 3rd 
edn. San Fransisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hautz, J., Seidl, D., and Whittington, R. (2017) ‘Open Strategy: 
Dimensions, Dilemmas, Dynamics’, Long Range Planning, 
50/3: 298–309. doi:10.1016/j.lrp.2016.12.001

Heimstädt, M., and Reischauer, G. (2018) ‘Open(ing up) for the 
Future: Practising Open Strategy and Open Innovation to Cope 
with Uncertainty’, in H. Krämer and M. Wenzel (eds) How 
Organizations Manage the Future. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Isaacs, W. (1999) Dialogue: The Art of Thinking Together. Double 
Bay: Random House.

Janssen, A. (2022) ‘Remote Justice in Urgent Family Hearings 
During COVID-19: Climbing the Ladder of Legal Participa-
tion’, Recht der Werkelijkheid, 43/2: 133–57.

Jarzabkowski, P. (2005) Strategy as Practice: An Activity-Based 
Approach. Gateshead: Sage.

Johansen, B. (2017) The New Leadership Literacies: Thriving in 
a Future of Extreme Disruption and Distributed Everything. 
Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Kronblad, C. (2020) ‘How Digitalization Changes our Under-
standing of Professional Service Firms’, Academy of Manage-
ment Discoveries, 6/3: 436–54. 

Kronblad, C., and Pregmark, J. E. (2021a) ‘Responding to the 
COVID-19 Crisis: The Rapid Turn Toward Digital Busi-
ness Models’, Journal of Technology Policy Management. 
doi:10.1108/JSTPM-10-2020-0155

—— (2021b) ‘How COVID-19 Has Changed the Digital Tra-
jectory for Professional Advisory Firms’, The Future of Service 
Post-COVID-19 Pandemic, 1: 101–21.

Langley, A., Bell, E., Bliese, P., LeBaron, C., and Gruber, M. 
(2023) ‘Opening Up AMJ’s Research Methods Repertoire’, 
AMJ, 66: 711–9. doi:10.5465/amj.2023.4003

Liedtka, J. M., and Rosenblum, J. W. (1996) ‘Shaping Conversa-
tions: Making Strategy, Managing Change’, California Man-
agement Review, 39/1: 141–57. doi:10.2307/41165880

Maher, C., Hadfield, M., Hutchings, M., and De Eyto, A. (2018) 
‘Ensuring Rigor in Qualitative Data Analysis: A Design 
Research Approach to Coding Combining NVivo with Tra-
ditional Material Methods’, International Journal of Qualitative 
Methods, 17/1: 160940691878636.

Mohrman, S. A., and Lawler, E. E. (2012) ‘Generating Knowl-
edge That Drives Change’, Academy of Management Perspec-
tives, 26/1: 41–51. doi:10.5465/amp.2011.0141

Mulcahy, L. (2010) Legal Architecture: Justice, Due Process and the 
Place of Law. Routledge.

Muzio, D., Brock, D., and Suddaby, R. (2013) ‘Professions and 
Institutional Change: Towards an Institutionalist Sociology of 
the Professions’, Journal of Management Studies, 50: 699–721.

Nadler, D. A., and Tushman, M. L. (1980) ‘A Model for Diagnos-
ing Organizational Behavior’, Organizational Dynamics, 9/2: 
35–51. doi:10.1016/0090-2616(80)90039-x

O’Reilly, C., and Tushman, M. L. (2013) ‘Organizational Ambi-
dexterity: Past, Present, and Future’, Academy of management 
Perspectives, 27: 324–38.

Pasmore, W., Winby, S., Mohrman, S. A., and Vanasse, R. (2019) 
‘Reflections: Sociotechnical Systems Design and Organiza-
tion Change’, Journal of Change Management, 19/2: 67–85. doi
:10.1080/14697017.2018.1553761

Pasmore, W. A. (2015) Leading Continuous Change: Navigating 
Churn in the Real World. Oakland, CA: Berrett-Koehler.

Pemer, F. (2021) ‘Enacting Professional Service Work in Times 
of Digitalization and Potential Disruption’, Journal of Service 
Research, 24/2: 249–68. doi:10.1177/1094670520916801

Peterson, E. R., and Barron, K. A. (2007) ‘How to Get Focus 
Groups Talking: New Ideas That Will Stick’, International Jour-
nal of Qualitative Methods, 6/3: 140–4.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jpo/article/12/1/joae007/7659587 by C

halm
ers U

niversity of Technology / The M
ain Library user on 12 February 2025

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2011.19
https://doi.org/10.1177/0008125620920349
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-09-2020-0253
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2016.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSTPM-10-2020-0155
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2023.4003
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165880
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2011.0141
https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(80)90039-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2018.1553761
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670520916801


14  •  C. Kronblad and J. E. Pregmark

Prahalad, C. K. (2011) ‘Can Relevance and Rigor Coexist?’, in S. 
A. Mohrman and E. E. Lawler (eds) Useful Research: Advanc-
ing Theory and Practice, pp. 137–46. Berrett-Koehler Publish-
ers.

Pregmark, J. E. (2019) Mastering Change Through Innovative Ini-
tiatives; Contextual Ambidexterity as a Process. Gothenburg: 
Chalmers University of Technology.

—— (2022) ‘Renewing Models for Change’, The Learning Organ-
ization, 29: 255–74 (ahead-of-print). doi:10.1108/TLO-05-
2021-0056

——, and Berggren, R. (2021) ‘Strategy Workshops with Wider 
Participation: Trust as Enabler’, Management Decision, 59/3: 
586–603. doi:10.1108/MD-07-2019-1004

Resnik, J., and Curtis, D. E. (2011) Representing Justice: Invention, 
Controversy, and Rights in City-States and Democratic Court-
rooms. Yale University Press.

Rossner, M., Tait, D., and McCurdy, M. (2021) ‘Justice Reima-
gined: Challenges and Opportunities with Implementing Vir-
tual Courts’, Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 33/1: 94–110.

Sako, M., Qian, M., and Attolini, J. (2022) ‘Future of Professional 
Work: Evidence from Legal Jobs in Britain and the United 
States’, Journal of Professions and Organization, 9/2: 143–69.

Sannerholm, R. (2022) ‘Responsibility and Accountability: 
AI, Governance, and the Rule of Law’, in L. Colonna and S. 
Greenstein (eds) Law in the Era of Artificial Intelligence, pp. 
223–46. Swedish Law and Informatics Research Institute.

Schein, E. H. (1987) The Clinical Perspective in Fieldwork, Vol. 5. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Schwarz, G., and Stensaker, I. (2014) ‘Time to Take Off the Theoret-
ical Straightjacket and (Re-) Introduce Phenomenon-Driven 
Research’, The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 50/4: 
478–501. doi:10.1177/0021886314549919

—— (2016) ‘Showcasing Phenomenon-Driven Research on 
Organizational Change’, Journal of Change Management, 16/4: 
245–64. doi:10.1080/14697017.2016.1230931

Sharma, G., and Bansal, P. (2020) ‘Cocreating Rigorous and 
Relevant Knowledge’, AMJ, 63: 386–410. doi:10.5465/
amj.2016.0487

Siebert, S. (2020) ‘Symbolic Demarcation: The Role of Status 
Symbols in Preserving Interprofessional Boundaries’, Journal 
of Professions and Organization, 7/1: 47–69.

Sourdin, T., Li, B., and McNamara, D. M. (2020) ‘Court Innova-
tions and Access to Justice in Times of Crisis’, Health Policy 
and Technology, 9/4: 447–53.

Steelman, Z. R., Hammer, B. I., and Limayem, M. (2014) ‘Data 
Collection in the Digital Age’, MIS Quarterly, 38/2: 355–78.

Susskind, R. (2019) Online Courts and the Future of Justice. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

——, and Susskind, D. (2015) The Future of the Professions: How 
Technology Will Transform the Work of Human Experts. USA: 
Oxford University Press.

Thornburg, E. G. (2020) ‘Observing Online Courts: Lessons 
from the Pandemic’, Family Law Quarterly, 54/3: 181–244.

von Krogh, G., Rossi-Lamastra, C., and Haefliger, S. 
(2012) ‘Phenomenon-Based Research in Management and 
Organisation Science: When Is It Rigorous and Does It Mat-
ter?’, Long Range Planning, 45/4: 277–98.

Webley, L., Flood, J., Webb, J., Bartlett, F., Galloway, K., and 
Tranter, K. (2019) ‘The Profession(s)’ Engagements with 
LawTech: Narratives and Archetypes of Future Law’, Law, 
Technology and Humans, 1: 6–26.

Whittington, R., Cailluet, L., and Yakis-Douglas, B. (2011) 
‘Opening Strategy: Evolution of a Precarious Profession’, Brit-
ish Journal of Management, 22: 531–44. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8551.2011.00762.x

Wiles, R., Crow, G., and Pain, H. (2011) ‘Innovation in Quali-
tative Research Methods: A Narrative Review’, Qualitative 
Research, 11/5: 587–604.

Wirtz, J., Patterson, P. G., Kunz, W. H., Gruber, T., Lu, V. N., 
Paluch, S., and Martins, A. (2018). ‘Brave New World: Service 
Robots in the Frontline’, Journal of Service Management 29/5: 
907–31.

Worley, C., and Jules, C. (2020) ‘COVID-19’s Uncomfortable 
Revelations About Agile and Sustainable Organizations in a 
VUCA World’, The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 56/3: 
279–83.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/jpo/article/12/1/joae007/7659587 by C

halm
ers U

niversity of Technology / The M
ain Library user on 12 February 2025

https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-05-2021-0056
https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-05-2021-0056
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2019-1004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886314549919
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2016.1230931
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0487
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0487
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00762.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00762.x

	When digitalization hit the court: Strategizing to turn turbulence into opportunities
	INTRODUCTION
	THEORETICAL FRAME
	Institutions/courts and judges
	Digital transformation
	Covid-19 imposed changes in different jurisdictions
	Opening strategic change processes to manage system change

	METHOD
	FINDINGS
	DISCUSSION
	The courts have already changed
	Future changes

	CONTRIBUTION
	Contribution to theory
	Contribution to practice

	REFERENCES


